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ABSTRACT 
 The purpose of this study was to explore the sale of Pennsylvania wines through 
restaurants.  The study examined the barriers and opportunities for sale of Pennsylvania wines 
through restaurants, and looked at the motivations and methods of two restaurants that sell an 
above average amount of Pennsylvania wine.  In Phase 1, electronic questionnaires were sent to 
a census sample of Pennsylvania winery operators (N= 120).  Participants were asked to 
complete a questionnaire that measured attitudes toward sales of wine through restaurants, and to 
provide demographic data about the wineries and winery operators.  Phase 2 consisted of 
interviews with a cross-section of Pennsylvania winery operators (n = 8) to identify operators’ 
perceptions of the barriers and opportunities toward sale of Pennsylvania wines through 
restaurants.   Two case studies were conducted in Phase 3 to describe operational considerations 
of the sale of Pennsylvania wines at two types of restaurants. 
 Study results indicated Pennsylvania winery operators have a favorable attitude toward 
increasing sales of Pennsylvania wines through restaurants, but face perceived obstacles in doing 
so.  Statistical analyses showed attitudes were consistent regardless of winery size, location, age 
of winery operator, or number of years in business.  Interviews in Phase 2 found that there is a 
perception from winery operators that the public views Pennsylvania as producing high quality 
sweet wines, but not the high quality dry wines most often associated with dining.  Other 
obstacles identified included perceived insufficient state support in comparison with other state 
wine industries, disparity of opportunities for wineries based on size and location, and perceived 
inertia on the part of restaurants. 
vii	  
	  
 The interviews with a cross-section of Pennsylvania winery operators and the case study 
phase of this research identified methods used by restaurants that sold an above average amount 
of Pennsylvania wines.  Study findings suggest that it is possible to overcome identified barriers 
toward sale of Pennsylvania wines through restaurants, and that Pennsylvania winery operators 
as an industry would respond favorably toward efforts to reduce the barriers for sales through 
this underutilized distribution channel. 
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 
According to the United States Alcohol and Tobacco Tax and Trade Bureau (USTTB), 
United States (U.S.) wine production exceeded 677 million gallons in 2010 (2011).  Revenue 
from exports of U.S wine reached $1.14 billion, an increase of 25.6% over 2009 (Wine Institute, 
2011). Wines were produced in all 50 states.  While California produced approximately 90% of 
all U.S. wine in 2010 (Wine Institute), 12 other states each produced over 1 million gallons of 
bottled wine. The number of California wineries grew from 1,450 in 2000 to 3,364 in 2010, 
while the number of wineries in states outside California nearly tripled from 2,904 in 2000 to 
7,626 in 2010. 
Given the natural linkage of food and wine, restaurants can be an excellent distribution 
channel for wineries, as noted by Wargenau and Che in their 2006 study.  Yet their in-depth 
interviews (n=8) with the marketing principal from wineries located along the Southwest 
Michigan Wine Trail indicated that only the three largest wineries were represented on the 
menus of area restaurants and that these three wine operations had experienced problems selling 
wine to the restaurants due to the inconsistent wine knowledge of the restaurant staff. 
Additionally, restaurants can serve as a valuable marketing resource for the winery and a 
presence in restaurants is often essential to allow consumers to become familiar with a brand 
(MKF Research, 2007).  However, it may be a marketing resource that is under-utilized.  In an 
exploratory study in the Australian capital of Canberra, Macionis and Cambourne (1998) found 
that 63% of 65 restaurant operators interviewed reported that Canberra wines had not been 
marketed to their establishment by wineries or distributors.  Even with this limited marketing, 
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66% of the restaurants interviewed stocked Canberra District wines and 64% indicated they at 
least occasionally received requests for Canberra wines. 
In Texas, Gultek, Dodd, and Guydosh (2005) stated that many wineries have 
considerable difficulty getting restaurants to include local wine on their menus.  In a random 
sample of 1800 restaurants selected from the population of all Texas restaurants with liquor 
licenses, 72% of respondents said they “favored local wines,” yet 78.3% of respondents reported 
buying less than 25% of their wines from Texas wineries. 
According to Dodd and Gustafson (1997), skepticism from the general public and wine 
distributors may be the most challenging factors for wineries to overcome.  They drew this 
conclusion from their study which examined the relationship between winery attributes and 
visitors’ attitudes and purchase behaviors at six Texas wineries.  Restaurants can play a 
significant role in overcoming this skepticism by increasing the profile of local wineries and 
providing ease of trial to consumers, as noted by Gultek et al. in their 2005 study. 
Sales through restaurants may be even more important for states like Pennsylvania that 
prohibit sale of wine through grocery and convenience stores.  Yet in Pennsylvania, restaurants 
and similar licensed resellers accounted for just over 1% of wine produced within the state in 
2005 (MKF Research, 2009).  Establishing relationships and joint marketing programs with 
Pennsylvania restaurants that would spotlight Pennsylvania wine was one of the marketing 
initiatives proposed in Vintage 2012 (2007), the five-year plan proposed by the Pennsylvania 
Wine Marketing Association (PWMA) yet no research or reports on the outcomes of this 
initiative could be found in the literature. 
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The purpose of this study was to examine Pennsylvania winery operators’ attitudes 
toward distribution through local restaurants, and their perceptions of the barriers and 
opportunities for expanding distribution of their wines through local restaurants.  Quantitative 
and qualitative data collection methods were used in three phases. In Phase 1, an electronic 
survey of the entire population of Pennsylvania winery operators was conducted.  In Phase 2, 
semi-structured interviews with a cross-section of Pennsylvania winery operators were held.  
Phase 3 consisted of a case study component that explored existing partnerships between a 
winery and restaurant through the use of interviews and observations. 
The following research questions were explored in this study. 
Research Questions 
1. What percentage of wine produced in Pennsylvania is currently sold through restaurants 
as compared with other distribution channels? 
2. What are the attitudes of Pennsylvania winery operators toward increasing sales of wine 
through restaurants? 
3. Do significant differences in attitudes exist among winery operators based on 
characteristics of the winery, including volume of wine produced, wine region, and 
source of grapes? 
4. Do significant differences exist in attitudes based on demographics of winery operator?  
5. What are winery operators’ perceived barriers to increasing Pennsylvania produced wine 
sales through restaurants? 
6. What are winery operators’ perceived opportunities for increasing Pennsylvania produced 
wine sales through restaurants? 
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7. Are there differences in winery operators’ perceptions of barriers and opportunities by 
operational or market characteristics, such as size, wine region, location, access to 
metropolitan area, or years in operation? 
8. What are the motivations and methods of restaurants that sell an above average amount of 
Pennsylvania wine? 
Significance of Study 
 As a result of this study, a detailed assessment of the dynamics of current and potential 
distribution of Pennsylvania wines through restaurants was found. This knowledge may be 
beneficial to Pennsylvania winery operators, grape growers, restaurants, and other tourism 
stakeholders interested in economic impact of wine production within the state. 
 Pennsylvania ranked fifth in bottled wine production in 2010 behind California, New 
York, Washington, and Oregon with 2.912 million bottled wine gallons (USTTB).  According to 
the Pennsylvania Winery Association (PWA), the number of Pennsylvania wineries has grown 
from 60 in 1998 to 120 active wineries in 2011.  It is estimated the Pennsylvania wine industry 
generates $870 million economic value annually to the economy including $32.2 million in retail 
wine sales (MKF Research, 2009). 
According to the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA), Pennsylvania is the 
fifth largest wine grape producer in the U.S. Chien (2004) states that a then recent Penn State 
University study found wine grape production to be one of two agricultural commodities 
currently expanding in Pennsylvania. With a similar climate, however, New York State has 
generated nearly $420 million in annual wine sales for an estimated $3.3 billion in overall 
economic impact of its wine and grape industries (MKF Research, 2005). Pennsylvania’s growth 
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over the past decade has not been as rapid as other eastern states such as Maryland, Ohio, and 
North Carolina (USTTB). 
 Unlike other major wine producing states, no large wineries dominate Pennsylvania’s 
production statistics.  According to Pennsylvania Liquor Control Board (PLCB) Limited Winery 
Annual Statistics reported by MKF Research (2009), the vast majority of Pennsylvania’s 
wineries, by volume production, are very small with over half producing less than 5,000 gallons 
in 2007.  Pennsylvania’s largest wineries produced less than 70,000 gallons in 2007.  While no 
universal standard defines “small winery,” Firstenfeld (2010) defines a “very small” winery as 
one producing less than 12,000 gallons per year, and “small” as one producing between 11,890 
gallons and 118,900 gallons. Thus, even Pennsylvania’s largest wineries would fall into the 
“small” category when grouped with North American wineries outside of Pennsylvania. 
Relatively few small wineries have access to distributors as it is more cost effective for 
distributors to handle fewer, large wine producers. Large wine operations typically have a 
marketing budget for promotion of the product to distributors and direct to consumers. 
A three-tier distribution system for alcoholic beverages consists of independent 
producers, wholesalers and distributors, and retailers. This system was implemented by most 
states upon the repeal of Prohibition (Shanker, 1999).  Prior to Prohibition, producers also owned 
the retail outlets selling their products, which proponents of the three-tier system claimed led to 
organized crime, monopolies, and alcohol abuse.  Pennsylvania is one of just two states, along 
with Utah, with exclusive control over both the distribution and retail components of the three-
tier system. 
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Like most states, Pennsylvania allows some exceptions to the three-tier distribution 
system, such as microbreweries and state-regulated wineries (PLCB Code, 2011) which are 
allowed to distribute products directly to individual customers without using intermediaries. 
According to Mitchell and Hall (as cited in Gurau & Duquesnois, 2008) direct distribution is an 
essential strategy for small wineries.  The vast majority of small wineries in the U.S. sell most of 
their wine directly from the winery to consumers (MKF Research, 2007).  According to the 
PLCB Limited Winery Annual Statistics reported by MKF Research, 87% of the wine produced 
in Pennsylvania in 2007 was sold directly to the consumer. 
In addition to selling directly to consumers, Pennsylvania limited wineries are permitted 
to sell their wine to licensed resellers like restaurants and hotels. Prior research suggested 
wineries receive approximately 80% of the retail price when sold to restaurants rather than 
directly to consumers (MFK Research, 2007).  However, MKF Research notes that presence in 
restaurants is often essential to allow consumers to become familiar with a wineries’ label. 
The Pennsylvania restaurant liquor license requires that restaurants purchase all wine and 
spirits from PLCB operated stores (PLCB, 2011).  The wine or spirits must be picked up at one 
of approximately 610 PLCB stores located throughout the state.  The one exception to this 
license provision is the purchase of wine directly from licensed Pennsylvania limited wineries, 
which are permitted to deliver their wines to Pennsylvania restaurants. 
Expansion of the Pennsylvania wine industry would likely benefit Pennsylvania 
agriculture and tourism, two of the state’s largest industries.  The accrual to agriculture is made 
more likely by the PLCB requirement that Pennsylvania wineries must use a minimum of 75% 
Pennsylvania-grown grapes, with the remaining 25% sourced within 350 miles of the winery 
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(PLCB Code, 2011).  Tourism would also be a likely beneficiary.  The PLCB code states that the 
exception to state-controlled distribution of all alcoholic beverages afforded to licensed limited 
wineries was for the purpose of “promoting tourism and recreational development in 
Pennsylvania.”   
Pennsylvania wineries were visited by an estimated 894,000 tourists in 2007, an increase 
from the 877,000 reported tourists in 2005 (MKF Research, 2009).  According to Howley and 
van Westering (2008), the development of wine tourism has been shown to have a possible 
beneficial effect for growers in wine producing areas benefitting both agricultural and tourism 
sectors.  Their qualitative study compared wine tourism practices in the United Kingdom (UK) 
with other areas. Their review of secondary data as part of the study found Texas among the 
areas that had achieved the beneficial effects of wine tourism.  Their study found the UK lacking 
in this area.  Wargenau and Che (2006) suggested that wine tourism, which includes visiting 
vineyards, wineries, wine festivals, and wine shows for recreational purposes, can serve as a 
distribution channel for locally grown wines.  In Pennsylvania, with 87% of its wine sold directly 
to consumers in 2007, it is an essential distribution channel.  It may also expand the potential 
customer base for restaurants located in the wine tourism region. 
Collective action between wineries and related businesses has been noted as important in 
advancing wine tourism (Hall, Sharples, Cambourne, & Macionis, 2000).  In a qualitative study 
consisting of in-depth interviews with 25 winery owners or marketing principles, Telfer (2001) 
described the collaboration of wineries along the Niagara Wine trail with each other and with 
other local businesses frequented by tourists.  He found a strong belief among winery operators 
in the importance of both horizontal inter-winery alliances, and vertical multi-sector alliances 
with other members of the tourism industry including restaurants and hotels. 
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Carmichael (2005) found that for most winery visitors to the Niagara region, wine 
tourism was a “mobile” experience with over 72% of winery visitors reporting visits to multiple 
wineries with an average of 4.36 wineries visited per trip.  Spending divided almost equally 
between wine purchases, accommodations, and restaurant meals with those items comprising 
80% of daily expenditures and the other 20% divided among such items as souvenirs and other 
attractions. 
Research to date suggests wineries and restaurants can effectively cross-promote to create 
synergies, which have been defined as linkages between two or more entities whose joint efforts 
produce effects that are more far reaching than the effects of similar entities when they operate 
alone (Brunori & Rossi, 2000).  Applying a theoretical model to an actual wine route in Tuscany, 
Italy, Brunori and Rossi found a potential 30 to 40% synergistic effect on total revenues for 
participative wine trail members compared with non-members located in the same region.  If a 
destination area is to maximize benefits from tourism and generate additional income and 
employment, backward economic linkages must be strengthened to reduce leakages and increase 
indirect and secondary impacts of visitor expenditures (Telfer & Wall, 2000). 
Gultek et al. (2005) examined Texas restaurateurs’ attitudes towards local wines and 
found that 72% of the respondents surveyed favored local wines, and that overall attitudes 
toward local wines had a significant influence on the amount of local wines purchased. Very 
limited research was found, however, that empirically examined perceptions of the opportunities 
and obstacles of wine producers in marketing to local restaurants.  Learning wine producers’ 
perceptions, attitudes, and experiences marketing wine through local restaurants can help 
diminish barriers and increase understanding. 
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Limitations of Study 
 The value of this study may be limited due to the fact it only examined wine producers in 
Pennsylvania.  While it is expected findings may be useful to others, differing levels of state 
support and widely divergent state laws concerning sale and distribution of wine make it 
impractical to conduct inter-state research.  Additionally, with the small population of 120 wine 
producers in Pennsylvania a low response rate would have impacted external validity. 
Definition of Terms 
Appellation of origin- a country, state, or county designation used on a wine label. 
Backward economic linkages- the use by one firm or industry of produced inputs from another 
 firm or industry (Deardorff, 2011). 
Economic impact- Sum of Total Spending; for MKF Research studies on wine industry uses 
 IMPLAN model and methodology which classifies economic effects into three 
 categories, Direct Effects, Indirect Effects and Induced Effects (MKF Research, 2007).	  
Wine tourism- visitation to vineyards, wineries, wine festivals and wine shows for which grape 
wine tasting and/or experiencing the attributes of a grape wine region are the prime 
motivating factors for visitors (Hall; Macionis, as cited in Hall, Johnson, Cambourne, 
Macionis, Mitchell and Sharples 2000). 
Wine trail- groups of wineries located within close proximity of each other 
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CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
This chapter is comprised of five sections.  The first two sections provide background on 
U.S. wine production and its relationship with agriculture and local food systems.  Relevant 
literature pertaining to agriculture and the local foods movement, agriculture and tourism with an 
emphasis on wine tourism, and wine distribution including regulatory considerations and local 
wine in restaurants are topics reviewed in subsequent sections. 
Wine Production 
Agricultural Context 
Grape production is a vital component of U.S. agriculture.  According to the United 
States Department of Agriculture National Agriculture Statistical Service (USDA-NASS, 2011), 
grapes were the highest value fruit crop and ranked sixth in overall U.S. crop values following 
corn, soybeans, hay, wheat, and cotton, and ahead of potatoes, citrus, lettuce, and all other crops 
in 2009.  Utilized production value for grapes in 2009 was over $3.69 billion (USDA-NASS) 
with the grapes processed for wine and juice comprising 67% of the entire national crop, 
compared with about 30% in 1969.  Of the more than 23,000 farms that grow grapes, 90% were 
on plots smaller than 100 acres and the average value of utilized production was approximately 
$136,000 (USDA-NASS). It is estimated grapes account for about 30% of the value of all fruits 
grown in the U.S. According to a MKF Research (2007) study presented to the U.S. 
Congressional Wine Caucus, the U.S. wine, grape and grape products industries produced more 
than $162 billion of economic value to the American economy in 2005. 
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Local Context of U.S. Wine Production 
 As a significant part of U.S. agriculture, wine grape production most closely fits into the 
context of the local foods movement.  This is facilitated by federal wine labeling laws, state 
regulations, and the three-tier distribution system. 
 According to the U.S. Alcohol and Tobacco Tax and Trade Bureau (USTTB), a wine 
must contain at least 75% of grapes from the Appellation of Origin stated on the label (2011).  
An appellation of origin is a country, state, or county designation used on a wine label. Thus, a 
wine labeled Pennsylvania wine must contain at least 75% of grapes from Pennsylvania. Some 
states impose stricter requirements.  According to Discover California Wines (2011), California 
requires 100% of the grapes used in California labeled wine be from that state.  Other states 
further regulate characteristics of the grapes that come from outside the state.  In Pennsylvania, 
although not consistently enforced, PLCB regulations specify that grapes used in wine that are 
not grown within the state must come from within 350 miles of the winery. 
Wine production within the context of local foods is further supported when the wine 
distribution system is considered.  The 21st amendment to the U.S. Constitution, which signaled 
the end of Prohibition, led to a series of regulations varying by state. One governing principle 
was establishment of a three-tier distribution system in which wineries sell to licensed 
distributors, which then sell to retail or restaurant outlets (MKF Research, 2007).  According to 
MKF Research, distributors within the three-tier distribution system are capital-intensive 
enterprises depending on scale of business and volume needed to achieve profitability.  
Providing distribution for small wineries is often not profitable for these enterprises, given the 
economics of the distribution industry, the high infrastructure costs and the large number of 
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small wine brands.  For small wineries that might be successful in convincing a distributor to 
carry their wines, the additional costs of doing so are often prohibitive to the winery. 
 To succeed in a market dominated by the three-tier system, the large majority of small 
wineries in the U.S. sell most of their wine directly from the winery (MKF Research, 2007).  
According to PLCB data reported by MKF Research, over 87 % of the wine produced in 
Pennsylvania in 2007 was sold directly to the consumer.  Direct sales included wine sold at 
Pennsylvania wineries, festivals and farmers markets, or through winery-owned outlets within 
the state.  Pennsylvania wineries are permitted to operate up to five licensed retail locations as 
outlets from which to sell their wine directly to the public.  Almost 11% of the wine produced in 
Pennsylvania in 2007 was sold to the PLCB for distribution within the state.  The remaining 2% 
was sold directly to licensed resellers such as restaurants and hotels.  The result is that wine 
production and distribution bears a strong similarity to that of local foods in that there is a direct 
relationship established between the food/wine producer or representatives and the customer or 
buyer. 
Agriculture and the Local Foods Movement 
 Literature pertinent to relationships of local agriculture products and the wine industry is 
addressed in this section. Support for small farmers and local foods has been formalized under 
several movements and been the subject of numerous studies.  Rosset’s analysis of cross-national 
data as cited in Starr et al. (2003) showed that each nation’s smallest farms were the most 
productive when total output per unit area was used as the unit of measure rather than yield per 
unit of a single crop.  The USDA National Commission on Small Farms published the report ‘A 
Time to Act” in 1998, which stressed the importance and value of small farms and argued for 
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policy changes to protect the public value of small farms.  The report defined a small farm as one 
producing less than $250,000 in revenue. 
Support for small farmers and local foods have developed in several ways.  Community 
Supported Agriculture (CSA) offers members a way to receive fresh, local produce through a 
membership fee paid at the beginning of the growing season in return for “weekly shares” of 
harvested foods. According to Starr et al. (2003), the concept came to the U.S. in the 1980’s from 
Japan.  Local Harvest, a membership organization and information source for the “Buy Local” 
movement, lists over 4,000 U.S. CSA’s (2011), although there is no formal tracking mechanism 
in place. The USDA began its “farm-to-school” initiative in 1997. This initiative encourages 
mutually beneficial relationships between small farmers and schools. The recent Child Nutrition 
Reauthorization Act, known as the Healthy Hunger Free Kids Act of 2010 formalized Farm to 
School Programs. 
In a qualitative study examining the opportunities and barriers to greater use of locally 
grown produce in Minnesota public schools, Berkenkamp (2006) found four key factors that 
would facilitate expanded use of local foods: a) availability through distributors, b) managing 
risk as it pertained to reliable quantity, quality, delivery, and liability protection, c) cost reduction 
to meet budgetary restrictions, and d) further processing prior to purchase. 
Research has also been conducted regarding efforts to increase local food use in 
restaurants and institutions.  A national survey study of chefs conducted by the University of 
Nebraska-Lincoln’s Institute of Agriculture and Natural Resources (2003) found that 73% of the 
113 respondents agreed or strongly agreed that purchasing locally grown food had a positive 
impact on bottom-line profits.  In a study exploring the barriers and opportunities to direct 
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marketing between farms and restaurants in Colorado, Starr et al. (2003) found receptivity 
among restaurant owners, but with a need for improved marketing by local farmers. 
Gregoire, Arendt, and Strohbehn (2005) surveyed Iowa producers to determine benefits 
and obstacles to marketing food to local restaurants and institutional foodservice operations.  The 
largest obstacle in that study was year-round availability, which is not a factor for most wines.  
Schneider and Francis (2005) surveyed both producers and consumers in Washington County, 
Nebraska and found a large gap existed between consumer demand for local foods and 
producers’ interest in meeting this demand.  While their research did not seek to determine 
causes of producers’ attitudes toward meeting demand for local foods, they speculated that the 
disparity between consumer demand and producer interest was due to government programs that 
support large-scale commodity production but offered no incentive for local food supply. 
Strohbehn and Gregoire (2003) conducted a study of both institutional and commercial 
foodservice buyers in the Midwest that showed the strongest perceived benefits to purchasing 
food from local sources included fresher food, good public relations, retained value to local 
economies, higher quality food, and the ability to purchase food in small quantities.  The 
perceived obstacle with the highest mean rating was year-round availability. Other identified 
obstacles included working with multiple vendors, consistent package size, safety issues, on-time 
delivery, and payment procedures. 
Numerous studies have focused on consumers’ preference for local foods, particularly 
fruits and vegetables.  Schneider and Frances (2005) surveyed consumers in Washington County, 
Nebraska and found a high level of interest in purchasing local foods, including meats with 36% 
of the respondents reporting a willingness to pay a premium price for local foods.  Schneider and 
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Frances’ review of the literature found eight out of ten reviewed studies conducted since 1990 
reported an overall positive consumer preference for local foods; studies done prior to 1990 
reported local production to be “unimportant” to consumers.  This suggests a shift in consumer 
attitudes toward local foods, a finding confirmed by chef’s identification of local foods as a “hot 
trend” for both years 2009 and 2010 (NRA, 2010).  Locally produced wine and beer were 
identified in the same survey as a hot trend for 2010.  Brown (2003) found in a survey of 
southeast Missouri residents that 79% of respondents indicated they would “seek out” products 
identified as locally grown.  Respondents varied in what they considered “locally grown” with 
the highest percentage (37%) saying it meant within the southeast Missouri region.  Only 12% of 
respondents considered products from the whole state of Missouri as locally grown.  The 
Hartman Group (2008) reported the findings of a survey conducted in December 2007 about U.S. 
consumer’s understanding of the term “buy local.”  Results were based on a sample size of 796 
and a contextual language analysis of hundreds of statements made by shoppers as well as online 
discussions about the topic of what buying local means. The report indicated that consumers 
defined local in terms of distance from their home; 50% defined local as within 100 miles, while 
37% said within the same state. 
When examining local food and the tourism industry in Indonesia, Telfer and Wall 
(2000) found a number of human and economic barriers existed, raising issues which hindered 
potentially symbiotic relationships between the two sectors from evolving.  They concluded from 
a case study of two tourism development projects that a lack of communication and 
understanding between the tourism and local food-producing sectors often hinders tourism 
growth in developing countries, and that careful planning for enhancing backward linkages was 
necessary for tourism to fully benefit the community. 
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Sims (2009) found in a qualitative study of 78 tourists visiting two tourism areas in 
England, that over 50% of the tourists interviewed said that they “had bought, or were definitely 
planning to buy, food and drink souvenirs of their holiday,” with less than 10% saying that they 
were not interested in doing so. Over 60% of the tourists interviewed said that they had 
“deliberately chosen to consume foods or drinks that they considered ‘local’ while on holiday.”   
Sims also interviewed 24 café, pub, and restaurant owners and 17 local food and drink producers 
and concluded that for tourists, local food is about the search for products that are authentic and 
which “appear to say something about the place and culture that created them.” 
Locally Produced Wine 
Limited research has been conducted concerning attitudes about locally produced wine or 
efforts to increase the use of locally produced wine in restaurants.  Childs (2009) conducted a 
two-phase study on consumer interest and attitudes toward Pennsylvania wines and wineries.  In 
the quantitative phase, a survey of previous visitors to a Pennsylvania winery (n = 233) and 
consumers who had not visited a Pennsylvania winery but had purchased wine and were familiar 
with Pennsylvania wine (n = 212) was conducted.  Attitudes toward Pennsylvania wines and 
wineries were assessed using factor analysis. The visitors group had strong factor loadings on 
wine/winery reputation, winery experience, and interest in buying local.  Interest in buying local 
was also present for the non-visitors, but not as strong. 
In a Texas study conducted to assess restaurateurs’ attitudes toward local wines, Gultek et 
al. (2005) found restaurateurs’ attitudes toward local wines were positive, yet they did not have 
confidence customers would select the wines.  Medium-size, casual, independent restaurants and 
medium-size, fine-dining, independent restaurants were found to provide the most significant 
opportunities for local wines.  Loureiro (2003) used a survey to determine consumer intended 
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willingness to pay a premium for Colorado wines and environmentally friendly Colorado wines.  
Results showed a stated willingness to pay a premium at an estimated 4 and 17 cents, 
respectively, over the initial $10 per bottle of wine.  However, 70% of the 406 study participants 
rated Colorado wine quality as “average” and 23% rated it either “bad” or “below average”. 
These findings indicated that local or environmentally friendly labels may not overcome 
preconceived perceptions of inferior quality. 
Preszler and Schmitt (2008) surveyed 122 New York City restaurant heads, chefs, and 
sommeliers to learn their perceptions and purchasing decisions of New York State wines and 
found that among the most important factors in determining the willingness of New York City 
restaurants to adopt New York wine was the “perceived collective reputation of the region and 
its comparative advantage in producing world-class wines in a small group of varietals” such as 
Riesling and Cabernet Franc (p.18).  Researchers further concluded that low sales of New York 
wine in upscale New York City restaurants could likely be attributed to lack of any specific 
image, or regional brand identity. Study authors also noted restaurateurs’ demonstrated 
sensitivity to local agriculture was limited by reputation of local New York wines. 
Agriculture and Tourism 
 Wine tourism includes visiting vineyards, wineries, wine festivals, and wine shows for 
recreational purposes and is considered a subset of agritourism (Che, 2006). Research has shown 
agritourism businesses’ primary motivators are additional income, full utilization of resources, 
and a desire to educate consumers (Nickerson, Black, & McCool, 2001).  Knowd (2006) 
conducted a case study on the Hawkesbury Harvest Farm Gate Trail located on the outskirts of 
Sydney, Australia.  The trail was formed with the mission of “improving the economic viability 
and sustainability of local agriculture” (Hawkesbury Harvest, as cited in Knowd).  More specific 
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objectives for the trail included provision of access for visitors to farms and farm produce, and a 
venue for farmers to directly sell agricultural and other value-added produce.  While an 
evaluation of the initiative after its first year of activity concluded it was a success in increasing 
the viability of farms involved with Hawkesbury Harvest, many farmers continued to have 
perceptual barriers to their role as part of the tourism industry. Some farmers used their success 
from the trail and resultant growth to gain access to other, previously inaccessible markets and 
left the trail due to its tourism component. 
Direct sales have the added financial incentive of avoiding intermediary costs, which 
according to Jolly (cited in Hall, Mitchell, & Sharples, 2003) ranged from 76 to 81% of the 
supermarket cost for processed fruits and vegetables.  For Pennsylvania wineries, intermediary 
costs have ranged from 20 to 50% for wine sold through restaurants and the PLCB respectively 
(MKF Research, 2009). 
Fleischer and Tchetchik (2005) used a survey and hedonic price analysis to illustrate 
Israeli tourists were willing to pay a higher price for maintaining an agricultural landscape and a 
location rich in tourist attractions.  They concluded from this reported willingness to pay a higher 
price that not only can tourism benefit agriculture, but that agriculture production may also 
benefit the tourism industry.  Strohbehn and Ortiz (2011) conducted six trials with 279 patrons 
featuring various local foods at a student- run training restaurant on a mid-west campus and 
demonstrated that 35 to 59% of patrons paid a premium of 8 to 16% over the $6.25 fixed price 
lunch for the promoted local option.  Che (2006) conducted focus groups of agritourism 
producers and found these producers believed that selling value-added regional agricultural 
products could offset low commodity prices and prevent the sale of farmland for development. 
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Wine Tourism 
 Wine tourism can serve as a distribution channel for wineries (Wargenau & Che, 2006).  
Dodd (1995) conducted some of the earliest reported research on winery visitation and wine 
tourism.  He stated the advantages to tasting room sales include (a) opportunity for trial of 
multiple wines, (b) opportunity for wineries to build brand loyalty by telling their story, (c) 
higher margins through direct sales, (d) ability to gather marketing intelligence, and (e) 
educational opportunities.  He surveyed 636 visitors to six geographically dispersed Texas 
wineries over a three- month period and found that winery visitors’ demographic characteristics 
were similar to U. S. wine consumers in general, but they were significantly more highly 
educated than the overall Texas population and had a higher median household income. 
 Getz emphasized that there were at least three major perspectives from which to view 
wine tourism: wine producers, destination tourism agencies, and consumers (as cited in Getz & 
Brown, 2006).  Getz and Brown concluded wine tourism functions simultaneously as a form of 
consumer behavior, a tourism development strategy, and an opportunity for wine producers to 
educate and sell their products directly to consumers.  Although their exploratory study focused 
on long-distance wine consumers (n=161) in Calgary, Alberta, Canada who had to travel at least 
9 hours by car to the nearest wine region, their findings may be relevant to wine tourists in 
general. 
 Getz and Brown (2006) compared their findings with an earlier Getz, Dowling, Carlsen, 
and Anderson (1999) study of wine industry professionals on critical success factors for 
developing wine tourism. They concluded there were apparent differences between consumers’ 
and industry professionals’ perceptions of critical success factors for wine tourism destinations, 
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with the latter often over-emphasizing the wines and wineries and under-emphasizing the overall 
recreational and cultural experiences that consumers desire. 
In a qualitative study of Southwest Michigan Wine Trail member wineries (n = 8), 
Wargenau and Che (2006) demonstrated that wine can be vertically linked backward to orchards 
and forward to restaurants, thus increasing distribution of local wine through restaurants offers 
an opportunity for strengthening such backward linkages.  Horizontal linkages between trail 
member wineries were also identified as another opportunity to strengthen relationships.  
Conversely, Belisle (1983) warned of leakages that can occur when the tourist industry relies on 
imported foods and argued that a lack of reliance on local resources resulted in lost opportunities 
to expand local food production and processing sectors. This could apply to wine production and 
processing, as well as local foods. 
Pennsylvania Specific 
 Relevant literature specific to Pennsylvania was also reviewed.  Bloom and Hinrichs 
(2011) examined through case accounts in a rural and an urban region of Pennsylvania how two 
wholesale produce distributors managed the supply chain between local producers and buyers, 
including two schools, three restaurants, and one farm stand.  Their study was motivated by the 
growing recognition that direct marketing initiatives often could not keep up with expanding 
consumer demand for local food, and the need to learn results of moving local produce through 
traditional distribution channels with intermediaries between producers and consumers.  Among 
barriers found was the common perception among intermediaries that local produce would be 
less expensive than imported produce because of shorter shipping distances. 
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 Ryan, DeBord, and McClellan (2006) conducted an industry assessment of agritourism in 
Pennsylvania for a study sponsored by The Center for Rural Pennsylvania.  Of 311 respondents 
in a survey of agricultural tourists to and within Pennsylvania, the most popular activity 
identified in the farm retail/dining category was restaurant/food concessions, and in the 
agricultural education category, the top activity was winery/brewery tours.  Agritourism 
operators (n =336) identified remote location, high marketing costs, and operators’ lack of 
marketing experience as the three top barriers to attracting agritourists. 
 In the second phase of Child’s (2009) study on wine consumer interest and attitudes 
toward Pennsylvania wines and wineries, both respondents who had visited a Pennsylvania 
winery (n = 233) and those who reported awareness of Pennsylvania wines but had not visited a 
Pennsylvania winery (n = 212) reported that “word of mouth” was by far the most frequently 
used source for learning about Pennsylvania wineries.  Attitudes related to quality, price and 
recognition of PA wine and wineries were highest for both groups for items of value and 
pleasing taste factors, while lower ratings for both groups were found for items related to the 
wines and wineries being “well marketed,” “award winning,” and “well known and respected.” 
 MKF Research (2006) conducted an economic impact study on Pennsylvania wine and 
wine grapes. The study was commissioned by the Pennsylvania Wine Marketing and Research 
Program.  Findings determined that the full economic impact of wine grapes and wine on the 
Pennsylvania economy was $661 million in 2005.  MKF Research (2009), commissioned by 
PWA, updated the 2006 study and used an IMPLAN economic model to incorporate indirect and 
induced impacts. The 2009 study found the total economic impact of wine grapes and wine in 
2007 was $2.35 billion. 
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 Vintage 2012 (2007) was a five-year plan designed by Pennsylvania wine industry 
leadership, represented by PWA and the Pennsylvania Association of Winegrowers.  It found 
that Pennsylvania spends less than any of the 13 states that produce more than 500,000 gallons of 
farm wine annually for industry development efforts.  According to the report, the average wine 
industry development expenditure of the nine states producing between 500,000 gallons to 
2,000,000 gallons of wine annually or states with more than 500 acres of grapes was $700,000.  
Pennsylvania, with 1.26 million gallons of wine bottled in 2007, averaged $100,000 annually on 
farm wine industry development.  Average farm wine industry development expenditures for the 
three states (excluding California) that produced more than 2 million gallons of farm wine was 
$1.5 million.  The stated marketing and promotion goal of the Vintage 2012 five-year plan was 
“to dramatically increase Pennsylvanians’ awareness of the quality and variety of Pennsylvania 
wines available throughout the state, and to deliver high-quality wine products and wine 
education to our consumers.”  Among the stated ways to achieve that goal was to “establish 
relationships and programs with PA restaurants that will spotlight Pennsylvania wines.”  Other 
than citations in local media about the plan, no additional literature about Vintage 2012 was 
located. 
Summary 
 Literature was reviewed on the agricultural context of wine, agriculture and local foods, 
locally produced wine in restaurants, wine tourism as a subset of agritourism, and related 
literature specific to Pennsylvania.  Grapes were the highest value U.S. fruit crop in 2009 with 
grapes processed for wine and juice comprising 67% of the entire national crop (USDA-NASS, 
2011). 
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 Wine grape production most closely fits into the context of the local foods movement.  A 
wine must contain at least 75% of grapes from the appellation of origin stated on the label 
(USTTB, 2011).  Additionally, to succeed in a market dominated by the three-tier system, the 
large majority of small wineries in the U.S. sell most of their wine directly from the winery 
(MKF Research, 2007).  According to PLCB data reported by MKF Research, over 87% of the 
wine produced in Pennsylvania in 2007 was sold directly to the consumer.  Thus similar to local 
foods, there is a direct relationship between the food/wine producer and the customer or buyer. 
 A national survey study of chefs conducted by the University of Nebraska- Lincoln’s 
Institute of Agriculture and Natural Resources (2003) found that 73% of respondents agreed or 
strongly agreed that purchasing locally grown food had a positive impact on bottom-line profits.  
Starr et al. (2003) found receptivity for purchasing local foods among restaurants, but with a 
need for improved marketing by local farmers. 
 Strohbehn and Gregoire (2003) conducted a study of institutional and commercial 
foodservice buyers and found the strongest perceived benefits to purchasing food from local 
sources included fresher food, good public relations, retained value to local economies, higher 
quality food, and the ability to purchase food in small quantities.  Among perceived obstacles 
were year-round availability, working with multiple vendors, safety issues, on-time delivery, and 
payment procedures. 
 Consumers were found to have a high level of interest in purchasing local foods with 
36% reporting a willingness to pay a premium (Schneider & Frances, 2005) and “seek out” 
products identified as locally grown (Brown, 2003).  Sims (2009) found that tourists deliberately 
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chose to consume products they considered local while on holiday.  The connection of local 
wines to local foods is important in this exploration of sale of local wines through restaurants. 
 Limited literature specific to local wines and restaurants was found.  Gultek et al. (2005) 
found Texas restaurateurs’ attitudes toward local wines were positive, yet they were not 
confident customers would select the wines.  Preszler and Schmitt (2008) explored the low sales 
levels of New York wines in upscale New York City restaurants and noted the restaurateurs’ 
demonstrated sensitivity to local agriculture was limited by reputation of local New York wines.   
 Nickerson, Black, and McCool (2001) and Knowd (2006) found additional income, 
particularly from direct sales, to be a primary motive for agritourism activities, which include 
wine tourism. Che (2006) found that producers believed selling value-added regional agricultural 
products could help stave off the sale of farmland for development. 
 Educational opportunities were among the functions of winery visitation by wine tourists 
(Dodd, 1995; Getz & Brown, 2006).  Wargenau and Che (2006) demonstrated that wine can be 
vertically linked backward to orchards and forward to restaurants.  Belisle (1983) warned of 
leakages that can occur when the tourism industry relies on food supplies from outside the 
region.  Sale of local wine through restaurants may provide educational opportunities and 
strengthen linkages between wine producers and local communities, and will be explored in this 
research project. 
 Ryan, DeBord and McClellan (2006) found winery/brewery tours to be the top activity in 
the agricultural education category of agritourism.  Childs (2009) found consumers had positive 
attitudes toward Pennsylvania wine value and taste, but low ratings for it being “well marketed 
and respected”.   MKF Research conducted economic impact studies in 2006 and 2009 for the 
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Pennsylvania wine industry, with the 2009 study finding the total economic impact of wine 
grapes and wine in 2007 was $2.35 billion.  MKF Research noted the importance of sales 
through restaurants to help build brand for small wineries. 
 A 5-year plan designed by Pennsylvania wine industry leadership called Vintage 2012 
(2007) included increasing sales of PA wines through restaurants among its goals.   However, no 
literature on the results of this plan, or on sale of Pennsylvania wines through restaurants could 
be located.   The review of the literature for this project demonstrated how wine sales fit into the 
context of agriculture and local foods, agritourism, and wine tourism.  Literature was discussed 
for each of these topics.  Yet very little research was found on local wine sales through 
restaurants, and none specifically on sale of PA wines through restaurants.  This research can 
begin to fill the gap on sale of local wines through restaurants. 
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CHAPTER 3. METHODS 
 The purpose of this study was to examine Pennsylvania winery operators’ attitudes 
toward distribution through restaurants.  Additionally, perceptions of the barriers and 
opportunities for expanding distribution through restaurants were explored.  A three- phase study 
was conducted. In Phase 1, the research method consisted of a survey of the population of 
Pennsylvania winery operators.  Phase 2 consisted of in-depth interviews with eight winery 
operators and Phase 3 described a case study of two diverse restaurants that sell above-average 
amounts of Pennsylvania wines.  This chapter will describe research design, questionnaire 
development and administration, population selection, and data collection and analysis. 
Research Design 
 The Human Subjects Review Board at Iowa State University (ISU) approved the research 
protocol and survey instruments prior to data collection.  A copy of the approval is included in 
Appendix A. 
 This study used an explanatory mixed-methods design.  Such a design consists of first 
collecting quantitative data and then collecting qualitative data to help explain or elaborate on the 
quantitative results (Creswell, 2005).  According to Creswell, the rationale for this approach is 
that analysis through qualitative data collection may be needed to “refine, extend, or explain the 
general picture” obtained through quantitative methods.  This design captures the best of both 
quantitative and qualitative data; to obtain quantitative results from a population in the first 
phase, and then refine or elaborate these findings through an in-depth qualitative exploration in 
the second phase (Creswell).  With the relatively small population of Pennsylvania wineries, and 
the paucity of research in the area of wine distribution through local restaurants, it was the 
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opinion of the researcher that a mixed-methods design would be the most effective method to 
answer the research questions posed by this study. 
Quantitative Phase 
The quantitative component of the explanatory mixed methods study, Phase 1, consisted 
of a survey of winery operators located in Pennsylvania.  The population consisted of all 120 
active Pennsylvania winery operators as identified by a 2009 database provided by PWA.  When 
a population is sufficiently small and can be easily identified, a census study may be conducted 
(Creswell, 2005).  This type of survey study permits conclusions to be drawn about the entire 
population.  For this type of study, survey researchers simply report descriptive statistics about 
the entire population.  In the case of Pennsylvania winery operators, the population size was 
sufficiently small that a census study was conducted. 
Survey Instrument 
A cross-sectional survey design was employed.  In a cross-sectional survey design, the 
researcher collects data at one point in time (Creswell, 2005).  According to Creswell, this design 
has the advantage of measuring current attitudes, beliefs, opinions, or practices, all of which 
were relevant to the goals of this study.  A survey instrument that could be utilized or modified 
was not available from previous research.  Therefore, a survey instrument was designed to assess 
research variables.  The survey instrument (Appendix B) was constructed based on interviews 
with a former Pennsylvania winery operator, the director of the PWMA, three winery operators 
from outside Pennsylvania, and a review of the literature.  As part of a mixed-methods research 
design, the survey was designed to answer only the first four research questions and collect 
demographic data from winery operators.  Phase 2 and Phase 3 expanded upon these questions 
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and delved more thoroughly into attitudes held by winery operators in Pennsylvania about direct 
sale of product to restaurants, and allowed for exploration of the other research questions.  The 
intention was to keep the survey short, in order to maximize responses from the population.  The 
two-part survey consisted of 11 attitude statements (positively and negatively phrased) about 
barriers and opportunities for selling PA wine in restaurants using a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 
= Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly agree).  Demographic characteristics of wineries and winery 
operators were collected through 17 multiple choice and open-ended questions. 
Pilot Test  
The survey was pilot-tested to ensure content validity.  The population sample of all 
Pennsylvania wineries precluded pilot testing with Pennsylvania wineries currently in operation.  
Unique characteristics of wine distribution for each state limited the value of pilot testing with 
wineries outside Pennsylvania.  Therefore, the survey was pilot-tested with the president of 
PWMA, a retired Pennsylvania winery operator, and two experienced academic wine 
researchers.  Participants were asked to evaluate and comment on clarity of statements, survey 
length, time to complete, and content validity.  Feedback was evaluated and the questionnaire 
was modified as needed. 
Data Collection 
 Survey implementation was adapted from methodology recommended by Dillman (2007) 
for mail surveys.  In July 2009 a pre-notice email encouraging participation in the study was sent 
to all association members from the president of PWA.  A copy all correspondence and the 
survey are provided in Appendix B.  One week later, an email was sent to all Pennsylvania 
wineries as identified from a list provided by the PWA with the purpose of introducing the 
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survey, explaining the importance of responding, and providing an estimate of the length of time 
it would take to complete the survey.  This email contained a link to the electronic version of the 
survey available at Survey Monkey.com™.  Contact information was provided for questions and 
for those who wished to request a copy of the study.  Two follow-up emails spaced at one-week 
intervals were sent as reminders to any recipients who had not responded. 
Data Analysis 
 Data collected from the surveys was entered into SPSS Version 17.0 (2007) for analysis.  
Descriptive statistics including frequency distributions, means, and standard deviations were 
calculated for each applicable survey item. 
 Two negatively worded attitude statements were reverse-coded to calculate an overall 
mean attitude; Cronbach’s alpha was used to measure internal consistency of the combined 
items.  Kruskal-Wallis nonparametric analysis of variance models were estimated to reveal 
whether significant differences in attitude existed among groups that differ based on attributes 
such as winery production amount, wine region, and source of grapes.  The Mann-Whitney post-
hoc test was used when the ANOVA statistic was significant (p < .05) and indicated specifically 
which of the group means were significantly different from each of the other group means. 
 The data did not meet the parametric assumptions of random selection of observations, 
normal distribution, and homogeneity of variance.  Kruskal-Wallis is the non-parametric 
alternative to the one-way independent ANOVA and is performed when the data contain two or 
more groups (Field, 2009).  Field suggests application of the Mann-Whitney statistic with 
Bonferroni correction as the non-parametric post hoc procedure for Kruskal-Wallis. 
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Qualitative Phases 
 The qualitative portion of the study consisted of two phases: interviews with eight 
Pennsylvania winery operators and a case study of two diverse restaurants that sell an above-
average amount of Pennsylvania wines.  Qualitative research is used to study research problems 
in which little is known about the problem (Creswell, 2005) as was the case with the barriers and 
opportunities for expanded distribution of Pennsylvania wine through local restaurants. 
Interviews 
 A convenience sample representing a cross-section of winery operators (n = 8) was 
selected based on geographic location, production capacity, and/or willingness to participate.  All 
Pennsylvania winery operators were notified by email (Appendix B) of the planned interviews 
and asked about interest in participating.  Wineries were selected from the list of those that 
expressed interest (n = 6) based on geographic and production-capacity diversity.  To achieve 
diversity in production volume, two additional wineries were solicited from the list of all winery 
operators. 
 A semi-structured interview process was used.  Critical questions were determined and 
used as a guide (Appendix B) for the interviews, and interviewee’s responses guided subsequent 
questions to explore areas of interest in greater depth.  Critical questions not addressed in 
conversation were asked directly.  Some structured close-ended questions were also asked of all 
interviewees.  Interviews were conducted until the research questions were answered and no new 
themes emerged. 
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Analysis of Interview Data 
 Shank (2002) discussed the three main directions for analyzing qualitative data: (1) 
thematic analysis, (2) meaning generation and confirmation, and (3) synthesis and illumination.    
In this explanatory mixed-methods design, the perspective of winery operators was enhanced by 
the findings from the quantitative research. 
Tapes from the interview session were reviewed and data was transcribed, coded, 
categorized, and analyzed for emergent themes.  As part of a mixed-methods approach, findings 
were compared with those from the quantitative research. 
Case Study 
 In the third research phase, a case study was conducted.  Case study research focuses on 
understanding unique or exemplary cases or situations as opposed to the typical (Shank, 2002).  
This research explored the motivations and methods of two restaurants that sold an above 
average amount of Pennsylvania wines.  The restaurants were identified and selected from 
personal experience of the researcher and from restaurants identified during interviews of winery 
operators. 
 Methodology consisted of semi-structured interviews with the restaurant operators, 
participative observation including conversations with restaurant personnel during two meal 
periods at each restaurant, and observation and review of promotional methods including 
restaurant websites and point-of-sale materials.  To the extent participants could be forthcoming, 
wine sales and other operating statistics were obtained.  A detailed description of all aspects of 
the case was written, with connections made between findings from the first two research phases 
and findings from the case study. 
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Limitations 
 Due to the small population and confinement to wineries operating in Pennsylvania, 
survey results are not necessarily transferable to other states.  Additionally, as with any survey, 
the possibility exists that not all questions were answered accurately or truthfully.  The case 
study consisted of only two restaurants and as with any qualitative research, the researcher’s   
perspective or bias may have impacted interpretation and analysis of data. 
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CHAPTER 4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
Three phases of data collection were conducted for this study that explored sale of 
Pennsylvania wines to restaurants.  The quantitative portion of this study utilized a survey to 
gather demographic information about Pennsylvania wineries and winery operators, and to 
determine the attitude of Pennsylvania winery operators toward sales through restaurants.  In the 
second phase, interviews with a cross-section of winery operators were conducted to identify 
operators’ perceptions of the barriers and opportunities toward sale of Pennsylvania wine 
through restaurants.  Finally, two case studies were conducted to describe operational 
considerations of the sale of Pennsylvania wine at two types of restaurants. 
Phase 1: Demographic Characteristics and Attitude Assessment 
In Phase 1, electronic questionnaires were sent to all 120 Pennsylvania winery operators 
as identified from a list provided by the PWA in 2009 to determine demographic characteristics 
of the wineries and winery operators, and assess attitudes toward sales through restaurants.  The 
survey was returned by 61 of the 120 operators, for a response rate of 51%.  Of those 61 returned 
surveys, 57 operators completed all demographic questions and 55 operators completed the 11 
questions related to attitudes about selling to restaurants.  The number of respondents for each 
survey item is indicated in Tables 1 through 3. 
Demographic Characteristics of Wineries as Reported by Winery Operators 
 Demographic characteristics of respondents’ wineries (size, location, production levels 
etc.) are found in Table 1. “Name of Pennsylvania wine region” and “Years in operation under 
current management” were indicated by all respondents; other demographic characteristics were 
provided by either 57 or 58 of the 61 respondents.  The largest number of respondents were from 
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Lehigh Valley/Berks County (n = 12, 19.7% of all respondents) and Philadelphia Countryside   
(n = 10, 16.4% of all respondents), which is not surprising given higher concentration of 
population in the eastern part of the state.  Response was fairly evenly distributed among the 
seven listed wine regions, ranging from five (Lake Erie) to seven surveys from each of the other 
five identified wine regions (See Appendix D).  Six respondents listed “other” as the name of 
their wine region and further identified their winery with geographic or marketing distinctions 
indicating locations in the central or eastern part of the state.  The response of “other” suggests 
these operators are not familiar with the designated wine regions in the state, or lack of 
promotion of these wine regions among all operators.  In fact, one respondent was “not sure” in 
what wine region it was located. 
Table 1. 
Demographic Characteristics of Wineries in Pennsylvania as Reported by Winery Operators 
Characteristics n % M Mdn 
Pennsylvania Wine Region (N = 61)     
   Lake Erie 5 8.2   
   Pittsburgh Countryside 7 11.5   
   Groundhog 7 11.5   
   Upper Susquehanna 6 9.8   
   Lower Susquehanna 7 11.5   
   Lehigh Valley and Berks County 12 19.7   
   Philadelphia Countryside 10 16.4   
   Not Sure 1 1.6   
   Other:  9.8   
        Northeast 3    
        Allegheny and her Valleys 1    
        Endless Mountain Wine Trail 2    
     
Years Under Current Management (N = 61)     
    0-4 years 22 36.1   
    5-9 years 11 18.0   
    10-19 years 13 21.3   
    20-29 years 8 13.1   
    30 years or longer 7 11.5   
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Table 1 (continued)     
     
Characteristics n % M Mdn 
Distance from Closest City (N = 58)     
   0 to 9 miles 6 10.3   
   10 to 19 miles 14 24.1   
   20 to 29 miles 16 27.6   
   30 to 39 miles 8 13.8   
   40 to 49 miles 5 8.6   
   50 miles or greater 9 15.5   
     
Annual Production (N = 57)     
   Under 1000 gallons 5 8.8   
   1,000 to 4,999 gallons 17 29.8   
   5,000 to 9,999 gallons 10 17.5   
   10,000 to 19,999 gallons 14 24.6   
   20,000 to 29,999 gallons 4 7.0   
   30,000 to 39,999 gallons 1 1.8   
   40,000 to 60,000 gallons 4 7.0   
   Greater than 60,000 gallons 2 3.5   
     
Percent Grapes Grown by Winery Operator (N = 57)     
   0 to 9 18 31.6   
   10 to 49 16 28.0   
   50 to 100 23 40.4   
     
Number Restaurants Supplied Direct by PA Wineries      
(N = 58) 
  4.5 3 
     
Mean Percent Wine Type Sold Directly to Restaurants 
(N = 58)  
    
   None Sold to Restaurants 18    
   Dry Red  28.3   
   Sweet Red  19.8   
   Dry White  25.2   
   Sweet White  15.0   
   Other  12.0   
 
Over half of the respondents (n = 33) reported that their winery had been in operation 
under current ownership for less than 10 years, with 22 of these respondents indicating the 
winery had been in operation for less than 5 years.  Seven of the respondents reported their 
winery had been in operation under current management for more than 30 years.  It is not 
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surprising that the majority of respondents were from wineries in operation less than 10 years 
given the recent growth of the Pennsylvania wine industry from 57 bonded wineries in 1998, to 
111 bonded wineries in 2005, and to 140 in 2011 (PWA, 2011).  According to the PWA, 120 of 
the 140 bonded Pennsylvania wineries were actually operational in 2011. 
Survey recipients were asked to identify the closest city, and in the subsequent question, 
the distance of the identified city from the winery.  Sixty-two percent of the 58 respondents to 
this question (n = 36) indicated their wineries were located less than 30 miles from the closest 
city, while the remaining 38% of respondents (n = 22) reported a location of 30 miles or more 
from the closest city.  The highest percentage of respondents (n = 16, 27.6%) were located 20 to 
29 miles from the closest city. 
 The largest group of respondents (n =17, 29.8% of the 57 providing this information) 
reported production of between 1,000 and 4,999 gallons in 2008, while 11 wineries (19.3%) 
reported annual production of 20,000 gallons or more of wine.  Nearly 90% (n = 51) reported 
production under 40,000 gallons.  Only two wineries reported production of 60,000 gallons of 
wine or more for the 2008 year.  The smallest of nine U. S. Alcohol and Tobacco Tax and Trade 
Bureau (USTTB) classifications for wine production is “up to 5,000 gallons.”  The mid-point of 
the nine classifications is “50,000 to 100,000 gallons.”  Thus, survey findings support a study by 
MKF Research (2009) that stated the Pennsylvania wine industry is comprised primarily of 
smaller wineries producing less than 20,000 gallons per year.  Both this current study and the 
MKF Research study, which was based on 2007 production figures, found that over 80% of PA 
wineries produced less than 20,000 gallons annually. 
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 Of the 57 survey respondents who responded to a question about percent of grapes grown 
by the winery, 18 (31.6%) reported growing less than 10% of their own grapes.  Sixteen (28%) 
reported growing 10 to 49% of their own grapes for use in their wines, and 23 (40.4%) reported 
growing 50% or more of their own grapes.  Pennsylvania law states that at least 75% of grapes 
used in wine sold by wineries licensed as Pennsylvania limited wineries must be produced in 
Pennsylvania, with the other 25% of the grapes used in these wines grown within 350 miles of 
the wine production site.  Thus, findings from this survey suggest that there is a reliance on 
Pennsylvania licensed wineries for grapes or grape juice produced by sources other than winery 
operators, but mostly from within Pennsylvania and within a 350 mile radius of their operation. 
 MKF Research (2009) reported USDA statistics for 2007-2008 that showed Pennsylvania 
wine grape crop value grew from 10,500 tons produced with a $2,793,000 crop value in 2003 to 
14,500 tons produced with a $7,033,000 crop value in 2007.  A 2007 proposed 5-year plan 
published by the Pennsylvania Wine and Grape Industry called “Vintage 2012” cited a Penn 
State University survey of Agriculture that revealed wine to be one of two agricultural 
commodities currently expanding (the other is the nursery industry).  These reports suggest that 
Pennsylvania winemakers are relying mostly on Pennsylvania grapes.  The need to use grapes 
from defined sources within the Pennsylvania region presents opportunities to increase 
production of grapes. 
Demographic Characteristics of Winery Operators 
 Table 2 provides demographic information about the winery operators, specifically their 
education and age.  Winery operators were asked to indicate the “highest education level” of the 
principal operator.  Over 42% (n = 24) reported having obtained a graduate-level education.  An 
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additional 28% of the 57 respondents (n = 16) had earned a 4-year degree while nearly 90% (n = 
51) had at least some college and about 10% had earned a high-school degree.  These findings 
indicate that operation of wineries has been undertaken primarily by individuals with at least 
some post-secondary education, with the majority having degrees or advanced degrees.  Winery 
operators were not asked about their field of study in college, so conclusions cannot be drawn 
about the benefit or need for formal education to operate a winery.  It is possible higher 
education represents a psychographic variable between education and winery operation, and this 
may be a subject for future research. 
Table 2. 
Demographic Characteristics of Winery Operators 
Characteristics n  % 
Highest Education Level Principal Operator (N = 57)    
   High School Graduate 6  10.5 
   Some College 9  15.8 
   2-year degree 2  3.5 
   4-year degree 16  28.1 
   Graduate Level 24  42.1 
    
Age of Principal Operator (N = 57)    
   25 to 34 2  3.5 
   35 to 44 8  14.0 
   45 to 54 15  26.3 
   55 to 64 19  33.3 
   65 or older 13  22.9 
 
 Of the 57 who responded to the question about the age of the principal operator of the 
winery, 56% (n = 32) were 55 years of age or older.  Forty percent (n = 23) were between the 
ages of 35 to 54, with a relatively small 3.5% (n = 2), reported in the 25-34 age group. These 
findings, along with the finding that over half of responding wineries had been in operation 
under current ownership for less than 10 years, suggest operation of a winery may require some 
	   	   39	  
	  
professional preparation or understanding of organizational administrations, and that, given 
reported age, many of those currently in charge of administration at wineries may be exploring 
second careers. 
Attitude of Respondents Toward Sales with Restaurants 
Eleven attitude statements about the sale of wine through restaurants were presented to 
the winery operators with a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 
(Strongly Agree) used by respondents to rate their levels of agreement.  Of the 61 respondents to 
the survey overall, a range of 55 to 59 rated these attitude statements.  Table 3 shows frequencies 
of each rating by individual items and mean ratings to these statements.  Findings are presented 
by mean ratings in descending order. 
Attitude statements 7 and 11 had negative phrasing, and lower values on these items 
indicated positive attitudes toward sales with restaurants.  To measure internal consistency of the 
attitude scale, these items had to be reverse-coded to be consistent with the other nine items on 
the scale.  After reverse coding, the Cronbach’s alpha reliability estimates for the attitude scale 
was .834 (a value of Cronbach’s alpha of .70 or higher was considered acceptable).  Therefore, 
the scale was treated as a single factor, “attitude toward sales with restaurants” with an overall 
mean rating of 3.94 (Table 3). 
Desire to Sell More Through Restaurants. 
Several statements were designed to ascertain if sale through restaurants was a desirable 
market segment for Pennsylvania winery operators, given higher margins through direct sales 
and sometimes limited capacity or resources.  Respondents indicated they would like to sell more 
wine through restaurants because it would help to grow their overall business (M = 4.34, SD = 
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.890); because it would get more publicity for their winery (M = 4.34, SD = .828); and because it 
may increase winery visits (M = 4.23, SD = .866). 
 These results suggested that lack of desire to sell to restaurants, or inability to sell to 
restaurants due to insufficient wine production capacity, were not the reasons only 2% of 
Pennsylvania wine is sold through restaurants (MKF Research, 2009) compared with over 14% 
in Texas (Gultek et al., 2005; MKF Research, 2008) and 20% nationwide (Kaskie, 2011).  Other 
potential reasons for below-average sales through restaurants were explored in the qualitative 
phase of this study. 
State Support of Pennsylvania Wine Sales Through Restaurants. 
Respondents indicated the state should promote the sale of wine through restaurants more 
heavily as part of its PA Preferred program (M = 4.13, SD = .963); that they could sell more wine 
to restaurants if PA wines were promoted more to consumers by the state through advertising (M 
= 3.80, SD = 1.156); and that they could sell more wine through restaurants if the state provided 
marketing materials promoting PA wines to restaurants such as tent cards or menu clip-ons (M = 
3.80, SD = 1.156). 
 Vintage 2012 (2007) included a goal to “establish relationships and programs with PA 
restaurants that will spotlight Pennsylvania wines.”  Findings from the current study show 
agreement with the statements related to state-supported promotional activities through the PA 
Preferred program, through consumer advertising, and through restaurant point-of-sale 
promotional items.  Dodd (1997) found that wine was an impulse purchase at restaurants and 
could be influenced by wine marketing activities including the use of tent cards.  A study by 
Childs (2009) on consumer attitudes toward Pennsylvania wine found lowest ratings for 
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Pennsylvania wines being “well-marketed,” “award winning,” and “well known, respected.”  
Findings from the current study indicate winery operators agree that marketing efforts targeted 
toward consumers would be desirable and should be supported by the state. 
Table 3. 
Attitude of Winery Operators Toward Sales with Restaurants 
 
Attitude statements N 
SD 
n(%) 
D 
n(%) 
N 
n(%) 
A 
n(%) 
SA 
n(%) 
M 
SD 
 
α 
I would like to sell more wine through  58 1 1 7 17 32 4.34  
restaurants because it would help to grow  (1.7%) (1.7%) (12.1%) (29.3%) (55.2%) (.890)  
my overall business.         
         
I would like to sell more wine through  58 0 3 4 21 30 4.34  
restaurants because it would get more   0 (5.2%) (6.9%) (36.2%) (51.7%) (.828)  
publicity for my winery.         
         
I would like to sell more wine through  57 0 4 4 24 25 4.23  
restaurants because it may increase   0 (7.0%) (7.0%) (42.1%) (43.9%) (.866)  
winery visits.         
         
Pennsylvania should promote the sale of  56 1 4 4 25 22 4.13  
wine through restaurants more heavily as  (1.8%) (7.1%) (7.1%) (44.6%) (39.3%) (.963)  
part of its PA Preferred program.         
         
I could sell more wine to restaurants if PA 55 1 7 9 19 19 3.80  
were promoted more to consumers by the  (1.8%) (12.7%) (16.4%) (34.5%) (34.5%) (1.197)  
state through advertising.         
         
I could sell more wine through restaurants  55 1 5 13 18 18 3.80  
if the state provided marketing materials  (1.8%) (9.1%) (23.7%) (32.7%) (32.7%) (1.156)  
promoting PA wines to restaurants such          
as tent cards or menu clip-ons.         
         
I would like to sell more wine through  58 1 5 15 21 16 3.78  
restaurants but do not feel I have the time   (1.7%) (8.6%) (25.9%) (36.2%) (27.6%) (1.001)  
necessary to market to this segment.         
         
I would like to sell more wine through  58 2 10 16 17 13 3.49  
restaurants but do not feel I have the   (3.4%) (17.2%) (27.6%) (29.3%) (22.4%) (1.120)  
financial resources necessary to market to          
this segment.         
         
I would like to sell more wine through  57 3 13 18 15 8 3.21  
restaurants but the restaurants in my   (5.3%) (22.8%) (31.6%) (26.3%) (14.0%) (1.114)  
Marketing area won’t promote locally         
made wine.         
         
I have no interest in selling wine through 59 21 19 13 3 3 2.12  
restaurants because I sell all the wine I  (35.6%) (32.2%) (22.0%) (5.1%) (5.1%) (1.125)  
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Table 3 (continued)         
         
 
Attitude statements N 
SD 
n(%) 
D 
n(%) 
N 
n(%) 
A 
n(%) 
SA 
n(%) 
M 
SD 
 
α 
can make directly to consumers at a         
higher profit margin.*         
         
It is not worth my time or effort to 58 25 19 12 1 1 1.86  
increase sales through restaurants no 
matter what the state does to promote it.* 
 (43.1%) (32.8%) (20.7%) (1.7%) (1.7%) (.934)  
         
Overall Mean       3.94 .834 
Note: Measured on a 5-point scale with 1 = strongly disagree(SD), 2 = disagree(D), 3 = 
neutral(N), 4 = agree(A), 5 = strongly agree(SA). 
*Items reverse coded for alpha reliability. 
 
Obstacles to Sale of Wine Through Restaurants 
 Several statements were included to assess perceptions about operational obstacles to the 
sale of wine through restaurants, despite a desire by the winery operator for such sales to occur.  
Respondents indicated they would like to sell more wine through restaurants, but did not feel 
they had the time necessary to market to this segment (M = 3.78, SD = 1.001); that they would 
like to sell more wine through restaurants, but did not feel they had the financial resources 
necessary to market to this segment (M = 3.49, SD = 1.120); and that they would like to sell 
more wine through restaurants, but the restaurants in their marketing area won’t promote locally 
made wine (M = 3.21, SD = 1.114). 
 Gultek et al. (2005) stated that many wineries in Texas have considerable difficulty in 
getting restaurants to include local wines on their menus.  Conversely, Macionis (1998) found 
that Canberra, Australia restaurant owners wanted to carry local wines, but wines had not been 
marketed to them.  Findings from the current study indicate a perception among wine producers 
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that Pennsylvania restaurants won’t promote locally made wine.  In Phase 2 and Phase 3 of this 
study, obstacles Pennsylvania wineries faced in marketing to restaurants were explored. 
No Interest In Selling Wine Through Restaurants 
 Respondents indicated they did not agree that they had “no interest in selling wine 
through restaurants” because they sell all the wine they can make directly to consumers at a 
higher profit margin (M = 2.12, SD = 1.125); and that “it is not worth their time or effort to 
increase sales through restaurants” no matter what the state does to promote it (M = 1.86, SD = 
.934). 
 Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of variance was used to compare responses for each 
attitude statement with education level and age of the principal winery operator to determine if 
significant differences in attitudes existed based on these characteristics.  Statistical analysis 
results are presented in Appendix C.  No significant differences among age groups of 
respondents were found for any of the attitude-related questions about selling wine through 
restaurants.  Among respondents in different categories for levels of education, a significant 
difference existed for one attitude statement: Pennsylvania should promote the sale of wine 
through restaurants more heavily as part of its PA Preferred program, H(4) = 12.55, (p = .016).  
A post-hoc Mann-Whitney test was then conducted on each pair of groups, and found that those 
winery operators reporting a “graduate level education” indicated a significantly lower level of 
agreement that Pennsylvania should promote the sale of wine through restaurants more heavily 
as part of its PA Preferred program than those reporting an education level of “some college” (p 
= .004).  A Bonferroni correction was used with “high school graduate’ serving as a control 
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group to make the test less restrictive; this resulted in six tests and reduced the critical value to 
.005. No other significant differences were found. 
Comparisons for each attitude question were also made using Kruskal-Wallis analysis of 
variance based on winery characteristics of Pennsylvania wine regions, years in operation under 
current ownership, distance from closest city, annual production volume, and percentage of 
grapes grown by the winery operator to determine if any significant relationships existed.  No 
significant differences based on these characteristics were found. 
Phase 2. A Qualitative Exploration of Barriers and Opportunities 
Qualitative research interviews were used to explore barriers and opportunities of selling 
Pennsylvania wine through restaurants.  For this project, a barrier was defined as something that 
impeded the sale of Pennsylvania wine to restaurants.  The working definition for opportunity 
was “a good chance for progress or advancement” (Merriam-Webster, 2011) of the sale of 
Pennsylvania wine to consumers through restaurants.  Because an opportunity suggests 
something not yet attained, the view was taken that an opportunity was something that was a 
good chance for progress for any Pennsylvania winery.  A convenience sample representing a 
cross-section of winery operators (n =8) was selected based on geographic location, production 
capacity, and/or willingness to participate.  All Pennsylvania winery operators were notified by 
email (see Appendix B) of the planned interviews and asked about interest in participating.  
Wineries were selected from the list of those that expressed interest (n = 6) based on geographic 
and production-capacity diversity.  To achieve diversity in production volume, two additional 
wineries were solicited from the list of all winery operators.  Wineries were asked qualifying 
questions about production volume prior to arranging interviews.  A semi-structured interview 
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process was used. Seven critical questions were used as a guide for the interviews (see Appendix 
B).  Interviewees’ responses guided subsequent questions to explore areas of interest in greater 
depth.  Critical questions not addressed in conversation were asked directly.  This interview 
method is touted by Shank (2002) and has the advantage of enabling the interviewer to further 
probe key discussion points. 
The first step in each interview was to obtain a signed, written consent form that provided 
winery operators with the purpose of the study and ensured them anonymity and confidentiality.  
All interviews started with the request to “tell me about your winery”, which helped create a 
comfortable conversational tone for the interviews.  Interviews were conducted until the point of 
saturation and no new information emerged. 
Data Analysis 
 The interviews were audiotaped for transcription purposes and to ensure accurate data 
analysis.  After being transcribed, data was reviewed for information that helped answer the 
research questions.  This data was sorted by relevant category and these categories were 
examined for emerging themes.  Five themes were identified: a) Perception vs. Reality of PA 
Wine, b) Insufficient State Support, c) Disparity of Opportunities and Resources, d) Tourism, 
and e) Inherent Challenges in Selling PA Wines to Restaurants. 
Theme 1: Perception vs. Reality of PA Wine 
A common perception is that Pennsylvania is best known for “sweet” wines.  One 
operator said, “Twenty years ago in Pennsylvania almost every wine was a sweet wine.”  
Another operator referred to it as a “sweet-wine stigma.”  Carroll (2006) wrote that the reason 
Pennsylvania became known for sweet wines was a combination of phylloxera and Prohibition. 
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Phylloxera is a grape blight that affected vinifera, the grape species from which most dry wines 
are made, and to which Native American grapes were immune.  During Prohibition, there was no 
need to invest in defeating phylloxera because it only affected grapes that were used for wine. 
Pennsylvania grape growers instead concentrated on growing Native American varieties which 
could be used in juice and other non-wine grape products.  Prohibition was repealed in 1933, but 
not until Pennsylvania passed the Limited Winery Act in 1968, which allowed Pennsylvania 
grape growers to make and sell wine, did the Pennsylvania wine industry begin.  When wine was 
made, the grape varieties that had been grown for non-wine purposes, such as Concord and 
Niagara, were used with a resultant product of sweet wine for which Pennsylvania is known. 
The reputation for sweet wines was not considered by all winery operators interviewed to 
be a negative feature.  “Sweet wines drive the bus in the Pennsylvania wine industry,” is how 
one operator expressed it.  A rural winery operator explained, “Because it’s a rural area, people 
grew up on beer and soft drinks, so they want something sweet if they drink wine.” 
However, as it relates to the sale of wine through restaurants, it may in fact be a “sweet 
wine stigma.”  “Most restaurants do not want to put a sweet wine on their wine list.  It would 
make it look as if they were out-of-step with the consumer,” and “no one in restaurants is looking 
for a sweet wine” were among the opinions expressed. 
The winery operators interviewed indicated there is a gap between perceptions of 
consumers and the reality in terms of the wine that is produced.  “Restaurant operators and their 
customers do not really understand that our wine (non-sweet) is as good or better than other 
wines,” said one operator.  “Reality exceeds perception of dry PA wines.  Pennsylvania has come 
a long way and Pennsylvania wineries are providing much better value at the price point now 
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than they did 10 years ago” were among the opinions expressed.  One winery operator 
interviewed said, “You must overcome the perception; if you do that, there should be no reason 
restaurants do not have your wine on their list.” 
Six of the eight winery operators interviewed sold some wine to restaurants, indicating 
they either sold sweet or semi-sweet wines, or had overcome the perception that Pennsylvania 
doesn’t produce high quality dry wines.  One winery operator said he sells a lot of “blush” wine 
to one restaurant.  Blush wine is a name often used for pinkish, semi-sweet wines.  Another 
winery operator interviewed said a local “sports bar” and a local family restaurant carry his 
sweet and semi-sweet wines.  The sale of local wine in casual restaurants was supported by 
Gultek et al. (2005), who found that the restaurant principal responsible for wine purchasing at 
medium-sized, casual, independent restaurants was the category of restaurant buyers with the 
most positive attitudes toward local wines. 
Dodd, Kolyesnikova, and Wilcox (2010) found in a study of Texas consumers that those 
preferring sweet wines (49% of those surveyed) tended to be younger, know less about wine and 
make less money than the segment preferring dry wine.  While this study did not specifically 
address purchase at restaurants, the findings suggest that casual, less-expensive restaurants that 
appeal to this demographic present opportunities for Pennsylvania wineries to sell their sweet 
and semi-sweet wines. 
Gultek et al. (2005) found that the attitude toward local wine held by the restaurant 
principal responsible for wine purchasing had a significant impact on local wine purchases by 
restaurants.  The more positive the attitude toward local wine, the greater the amount of local 
wines purchased. 
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A positive attitude toward local wine may be part of a positive attitude toward local food. 
Two of the winery operators interviewed mentioned the importance of restaurants’ attitudes 
toward local foods and agriculture in getting them to carry their wines.  One said, “You really 
just need to go to the restaurant that has bought into the concept of local foods.”  Another said, 
“If the chef wants to be known as a ’local flair’ restaurant, if they are focused on local 
agriculture, then they might take an extra step to get local wines in.”  A third operator 
interviewed did not specifically mention local agriculture, but said he is “always pushing the 
regional/local aspect for the restaurants and therefore they will sell his dry PA wines.” 
All six operators had overcome the “sweet wine stigma” and sold dry wines to some 
restaurants; they indicated they had found restaurant owners who had a positive attitude toward 
local wine, tasted their wines, and enjoyed them.  Methods used to increase sales at two such 
restaurants will be explored in the case study in Phase 3.  Intrinsic challenges at restaurants that 
offer Pennsylvania wine, and additional reasons there aren’t more of those restaurants, are 
explored in subsequent themes. 
Theme 2: Insufficient State Support 
The second theme that emerged in the interviews with eight winery operators was 
insufficient state support in comparison with other wine-producing states, which is closely 
related to the first theme of perceptions about PA wines.  One operator expressed the view that 
negative perceptions about Pennsylvania wine were directly attributable to lack of state support 
saying, “The perception is you can’t make a good wine in Pennsylvania because it is not being 
promoted enough by the state of Pennsylvania.” 
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Another stated, “It’s difficult to brand and market with little money.  Other states put 
their money where their mouth is; New York State provides millions of dollars; Missouri and 
Virginia also are pumping in millions.”  Still another operator said, “Relatively little money is 
spent for promotion [of our wines] by the state compared to New York, Virginia, and even 
Maryland.  We do not seem to be getting the money from the state to promote the industry like 
other states.” 
By authority of the Pennsylvania Agricultural Commodities Marketing Act, and with 
support of Pennsylvania wine producers, the Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture 
administers a $.15/gallon charge on all wines produced in the state, which funds a commodity 
marketing and research council at the Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture.  In addition to 
the amount raised by the $.15/gallon charge, development funds made available by the state 
average $100,000 annually.  According to Vintage 2012 (2007), this is the lowest amount of state 
development funds of any of the nine states that produce between 500,000 gallons and 2,000,000 
gallons of wine annually. 
Gultek et al. (2005) found that brand was one of the most important attributes in 
determining restaurateurs’ attitudes toward local wines.  Their study found that the more positive 
a restaurateur’s attitude was the more local wines would be purchased. Marketing efforts by the 
state to build brand awareness of PA wines could increase winery sales to restaurants, which 
would create additional brand exposure and possibly have synergistic effects in increasing sales 
of PA wines. 
 Some of the operators (n= 4) attributed the perceived lack of support to the state’s control 
of the liquor industry, including wine.  Pennsylvania and Utah are the only two states in the U.S. 
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that exclusively sell wine and spirits at state-owned stores.  One operator said, “The PLCB is not 
helping because they would lose sales to restaurants; if restaurants started buying wines direct 
from the 120 wineries, PLCB sales would go down.”  This same operator expressed the opinion 
that state control of liquor and wine sales extended to overall limited state support for the 
industry, or as he put it, “the state will not ’pony’ up tax money to promote wineries because it is 
going to hurt the PLCB.”  Although this operator used the word “tax,” the Pennsylvania Wine 
Industry has requested what it calls an “allocation” of $.10 per gallon of all wine sold in 
Pennsylvania for the creation of a non-profit organization to promote the growth of the 
Pennsylvania wine and grape industries.  This is separate from the $.15 per gallon charge paid by 
Pennsylvania wineries on all wine produced in the state.  Other than wine sold by Pennsylvania 
limited wineries, all wines are sold through the PLCB. 
 Another operator said the PLCB and Pennsylvania winery operators were often “at odds,” 
adding, “They see us with retail outlets, etc., as competition, and (Pennsylvania) wineries see the 
PLCB as an impediment to marketing local product.  Until (the Pennsylvania wine industry) has 
marketed effectively, there will be some difficulties between the two.” 
 According to MKF Research (2006), almost 11% of Pennsylvania wine was sold to the 
PLCB for distribution within the state in the year 2005.  In the census survey of Pennsylvania 
wineries conducted for this study, 86% of the wineries (n =58) reported not selling any wine to 
the PLCB, which suggests 14% did.  Pennsylvania wineries receive approximately 50% of the 
retail price when selling to the PLCB, compared with about 80% of the full retail price when 
selling to restaurants.  One of the operators interviewed for this study expressed frustration that 
the PLCB stores “do not push Pennsylvania wine.”  His winery is one of the five largest in the 
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state and sells approximately 25% of its volume through the PLCB.  Not surprisingly, he said he 
far prefers selling direct to restaurants, which comprise about 5% of his total sales. 
 Pennsylvania government leadership is currently proposing privatization of PLCB stores.  
A study commissioned by the governor’s office suggested that auctioning liquor licenses would 
raise $1.6 billion for the state and would allow regulators to concentrate on enforcement and 
public safety (Olson & Couloumbis, 2011).  Proponents for the current system of state control of 
spirit and wine sales through the PLCB argue that PLCB ‘s size gives the state leverage in 
purchasing, thus controlling costs, and allows it to operate stores in rural areas that would not be 
properly served in a private system (Mauriello, 2011). 
 One way the state has made an effort to promote Pennsylvania wine is through its 
inclusion in the “PA Preferred” program.  Created to promote Pennsylvania’s leading industry of 
agriculture, a PA Preferred logo displayed on product packaging, signage, and other promotional 
material identifies locally sourced Pennsylvania products. None of the eight winery operators 
interviewed indicated, however, that PA Preferred was effective for wine.  “A winery is on the 
same scale as butter, milk, an ear of corn, or a potato- wine is in the same category” is how one 
operator put it.  Another operator expressed how “cumbersome” it is to participate in the 
program, and a third operator said he had wanted to participate in the program, but went to the 
PA Preferred website and couldn’t find how to participate in the program.  Two of the operators 
interviewed said it wasn’t impossible that the PA Preferred Program had helped, yet without the 
customer stating that it influenced their purchase, there was no evidence of its effectiveness. 
 Three winery operators expressed opinions regarding legislative support from the state in 
addition to marketing support.  Two of them again made comparisons to New York State, this 
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time as having a more favorable legal environment in which to operate.  One expressed the 
opinion that he would like to see Pennsylvania relax highway signage regulations.  “They have 
signs for wine trails in New York, but not in Pennsylvania,” he said.  Another made the comment 
that he “would like to be able to have more events, like in New York, where all farm wineries 
can market each other’s farm wineries on their premises- sell their own wine plus others.”  This 
is not currently allowed in Pennsylvania and it was the opinion of this operator that the greater 
selection attracted consumers to the wine operations and thus increased visibility of the product.  
 A third operator suggested a new limited license law directed toward restaurants to which 
customers often bring their own wine.  Currently in Pennsylvania, licenses are available through 
the PLCB for restaurants to sell liquor, wine and beer, or only beer and its variants to guests.  For 
various reasons, including cost and limited availability, some restaurants do not have any type of 
alcohol license. Customers can, and often do, bring their own wine to these restaurants. This 
operator proposed creation of a new law and license category that would allow restaurants to 
only sell bottles of Pennsylvania wine served on premises, similar to the restricted “beer only” 
category of license.  Presumably, such a license would be easier and more affordable to obtain 
than other PLCB licenses. 
 There is precedent for a Pennsylvania law supporting sale of locally produced beers and 
wines in restaurants.  The state issues “brewpub” licenses, which allow microbreweries in the 
state to “sell beer brewed on the premises, and PA wines.”  They cannot sell any spirits.  Thus a 
Pennsylvania brewpub that wants to sell wine can only sell wine made in Pennsylvania, giving 
Pennsylvania wineries a monopoly.  According to the Pennsylvania Brewpub and Microbrewery 
Guide (2011), there are 42 such establishments in Pennsylvania.  Most brewpubs operate full-
service restaurants.  No winery operators interviewed mentioned this indirect form of state 
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support, indicating a possible lack of awareness by operators of this potential target market 
segment.  However, there are sales of PA wines through restaurants that have this type of liquor 
license.  One brewpub that sells Pennsylvania wine will be examined in the case study conducted 
as Phase 3 of this project. 
Theme 3: Disparity of Opportunities and Resources 
 A third theme that emerged from the interviews was that all wineries did not perceive 
their opportunities for selling wine to restaurants to be equal.  All eight operators interviewed 
saw value in restaurant business; however, they varied in its emphasis and their perceived ability 
to acquire it.  Winery characteristics, especially size and proximity to fine dining, both appeared 
to have a role. 
Wineries located in rural areas (n = 4) were least likely to perceive access to this market.  
As one rural operator put it, “I have 36 wines I could put in fine dining restaurants; I just don’t 
have any around here.”  He did indicate he had wine in five restaurants at the time, including one 
in an urban area approximately 150 miles away.  One method used by this winery operator to 
gain sales through restaurants was production of “private labels” that featured the restaurant’s 
name and promotional copy, with the name of the winery appearing only in fine print.  Two 
other winery operators interviewed also mentioned the capability of printing private labels, 
though they used them primarily for weddings and other special occasions. 
 Five winery operators cited delivery distance as a factor.  All eight winery operators 
interviewed offered delivery.  It is viewed as a necessity to offset the inconvenience for 
restaurants of buying wine from a source other than the PLCB.  One operator said, “Restaurants 
are comfortable making a phone call to the PLCB; they get their order ready, send one guy over, 
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load five to ten cases, write a check, and they are finished.”  Another stated, “Purchase of local 
wines is ‘off the norm’ for restaurants; they buy everything through the state store except here.” 
 It is the combination of delivery distance, volume ordered, and winery resources that 
made delivery an important factor.  One rural operator put it simply, “Due to the low density of 
restaurants and the need to deliver long distances, we’re not interested in doing that.  Other 
operators said, “Delivery is a big deal, but we don’t have the time that it takes”; “We’re too small 
to deliver”; and, “It’s the volume ordered vs. delivery distance; it’s difficult to make it work.” 
 In the census survey of 120 Pennsylvania wineries conducted for this study, 61 winery 
operators responded to the question concerning “distance from the closest city.” Thirty-six 
percent (n=22) said they were 30 or more miles from the closest city and 15% said they were 50 
miles or more from the closest city.  Thirty-six percent (n=22) said they were less than 20 miles 
from the closest city.  With more restaurants located in and near cities than in outlying areas, 
there does appear to be a disparity in opportunity for sales to restaurants among Pennsylvania 
wineries.  That may be offset somewhat, however, by tourism, which may bring more visitors 
from the city to rural areas to visit wineries.  Familiarity with Pennsylvania wine gained at 
restaurants, even from a different Pennsylvania winery, may benefit the winery located in a rural 
area by increasing direct sales from the winery.  A subsequent theme in this study explores 
tourism’s impact on winery sales. 
 Low volume per delivery affects more than delivery cost. Wineries located in areas with 
fewer high-volume, fine-dining restaurants were impacted by restaurants selling wines that had 
deteriorated in quality with longer storage times of opened bottles.  One operator said, “Unless 
you have a critical volume, you have restaurants that are not aware of how fast wine deteriorates 
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and they may be pouring wine that is six weeks old; if the wine does not move fast enough, they 
need to use a nitrogen-injection system; there are restaurants that can do that, but not many.” 
Another operator cited a similar concern.  He too has had problems with restaurants that do not 
sell enough, also citing quality as the important issue with wine that was too old.  “After a week 
(opened) the quality is gone, so you have to stay on top of that.” 
 Wineries with limited resources, or with few restaurants nearby, have more difficulty 
monitoring such restaurants.  Restaurants share this concern, as one operator stated that some 
restaurants “stay away from” his wine, fearing waste due to low volume.  Careful 
recommendation by the winery operator of wine types most suited to the restaurant’s menu and 
clientele, along with increased promotion of Pennsylvania wine may help solve or reduce this 
problem. 
 Winery size and location were important determinants in the investment made in 
acquiring restaurant business.  Only one winery interviewed currently had a full-time salesperson 
selling to restaurants.  It is one of the largest wine producers in the state, producing over 60,000 
gallons of wine annually.  With the resource of a full-time salesperson, the operator indicated it 
could handle about 75 restaurant accounts, and did have close to that at the time of the interview.  
With that kind of volume, the winery had restaurant accounts up to 150 miles away, all of which 
received delivery. 
 A second winery with annual production of between 25,000 and 30,000 gallons and 
located near a large city, did have a sales person up until 18 months prior to the interview.  The 
salesperson was successful at getting the winery’s product into what the operator called “most of 
the best restaurants, including a 5- Star” in a large Pennsylvania city.  However, that salesperson 
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left and at the time of the interview had not been replaced.  The operator indicated that “a 
couple” of those restaurants were still carrying his wine. 
While all eight winery operators indicated that they valued restaurant business, six did 
not have an employee dedicated to restaurant sales, although all acknowledged the necessity of 
calling on restaurants to increase such business.  One said, “With the retail customers, they come 
to us; with restaurants, we would have to go to them.  We have plenty to do with making the 
wine and selling to the retail customers that come in.”  A large rural operator said, “You get done 
what needs to get done,” implying that developing restaurant business did not currently fall into 
that category of necessity.  Three other operators expressed similar opinions saying, “You need 
to have the time”; “It’s a tough market to develop- you need a full-time person to do it”; and, “If 
you want this business, you have to dedicate a person to it, that’s all it comes down to.” This is 
consistent with survey findings from this research in which 63% of respondents (n = 37) 
indicated they would like to sell more wine through restaurants, but do not feel they have the 
time necessary to market to this segment. 
Theme 4: Tourism 
 The fourth theme to emerge from the interviews with eight winery operators in 
Pennsylvania was the importance of tourism to the wineries. All eight winery operators 
interviewed stated that tourism was important to the sale of Pennsylvania wine.  One winery 
owner indicated that they get people visiting their winery from all over the world.  “They find us 
with their GPS, or see our sign on the interstate, or find our website.  They usually want a place 
to eat, so we recommend a place that has our wine.”  One reason tourists may be an important 
market segment was identified by an operator who said, “People (many) are not willing to take a 
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chance trying a wine different than they know.  Tourists are more adventuresome; they have a 
‘desire to know’.” 
 According to the PWA, more than 70 Pennsylvania wineries belong to 11 wine trails 
located throughout the state.  Wine trails are groups of wineries located within close proximity of 
each other.  PWA promotes the wine trails primarily through its website and public relations 
activities.  In addition, each wine trail plans its own events and promotes itself independently.  
 The value of belonging to a network for agritourism and wine tourism is supported in the 
literature.  Che, Veeck, and Veeck (2005) conducted focus groups and reported how Michigan 
farmers formed producer networks and worked cooperatively to strengthen Michigan 
agritourism.  Wargenau and Che (2006) found that promoting all wineries collectively along the 
Southwest Michigan Wine trail created a larger attraction for wine tourists.  Wineries along the 
trail engaged in joint marketing, and in some cases even joint production. 
  Seven of the eight winery operators interviewed mentioned the success they have had 
from their involvement in wine trails.  The only exception was one winery that was the only 
winery in its county, thus location and proximity to other attractions appears to be critical to 
success.  “We generally get skipped over on wine tours,” the operator said.  “The wine industry 
is one of those rare industries where the more competition you have, the more sales you get.”  
For the other seven operators interviewed, tourists visiting the wine trails were an important 
source of business.  “Most of us have found that having someone drop by from another winery is 
far more likely than someone just driving by off the street,” is the way one operator expressed it.  
He then spoke of an upcoming wine trail ‘event’ that had already been ‘oversold’ with 550 
tickets.  He continued, “A problem we (wineries) have is we don’t have money to do advertising, 
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but if you can’t get a sale once you have them in your place, you should probably be in a 
different business.”  The wine trail and related events helped get people in his winery. 
“The wine trail is definitely bringing traffic here,” said another operator.  Everyone on 
the wine trail is getting business and they attribute it to the wine trail.”  He further indicated that 
wine trail participants on his area’s trail had recently voted to add ‘bring your own bottle’ 
(BYOB) restaurants to the wine trail’s website.  While trail members had not yet approved it, he 
was in favor of also promoting restaurants with full liquor licenses, as long as they carried 
Pennsylvania wine. 
 In addition to tourists whose primary motive was visiting wineries, operators also 
mentioned other tourist-related business important to their wineries.  “We have some people 
come in and say they have out-of-town guests and they want to show them a Pennsylvania 
winery,” said one operator.  “We get people from California, New York, New Jersey- had a few 
from Germany a few weeks ago.”  “Tourism really drives our business,” said another operator.  
“Hunting, fishing, leaves,” he said, indicating tourists participating in these activities often visit 
the winery while in the area, rather than it being the primary destination.  Another operator hopes 
to benefit from tourists who visit a nearby historic destination by becoming a stop for their tour 
bus. 
 Carmichael (2005) conducted an exit survey at eight selected wineries in the Niagara 
region of Canada.  When asked the main reason for their visits to the Niagara region, only 
45.8%said the wineries, although 69.9% of the visitors surveyed purchased wine.  Visiting 
friends and relatives, and visiting attractions such as Niagara Falls were among other reasons 
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given, with 9.6% saying they “lived there.”  Rural landscape, variety of wineries, ease of access, 
and good signage most influenced visitor enjoyment of the region. 
 The researcher visited a variety of wineries for this study, almost all of which were part 
of attractive rural landscapes.  Access to wineries on rural roads was adequate.  However, while 
most of the wineries visited had small signs posted on rural roads providing directions to their 
wineries, the researcher did not see any signs for wine trails, and only one sign along busier 
highways.  One winery operator reported that he received a local grant for a highway sign funded 
by a hotel tax.  Given the importance placed on tourism and wine trails by the winery operators 
interviewed, and their perceived lack of state support, improved signage could be a means for the 
state to benefit the state wine and grape industries, and tourism. It would not only enhance the 
tourism experience, but also help build the Pennsylvania wine brand.  Sales of PA wine through 
restaurants would likely be an indirect beneficiary. 
 Findings from both this study and the literature review suggest that winery visitation is 
part of an overall tourism experience.  Linkages and alliances along wine trails and in wine 
regions should extend beyond other wineries, and extend to other tourist attractions and tourism 
service providers including restaurants, lodging operators and tour guides. 
Four winery operators specifically mentioned the importance of restaurants in the context 
of the tourism market segment, and the consequent opportunities for cross-promotion.  “They 
(tourists) usually want a place to eat, so we recommend a place that has our wine,” said one 
operator who is also “head” of his region’s wine trail, which consists of 11 wineries.  This 
winery also cross-promotes all restaurants that carry its wine on their website.  “A bus tour is 
coming this month and they are staying and eating at all the places we recommend on our site.” 
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 Festivals are another tourist attraction important to the winery operators.  Their limited-
winery license, which allows wineries to produce wine and sell the wine produced directly to 
consumers at the winery, also allows them to obtain a permit to participate in ‘wine and food 
expositions’ off the licensed premises.  “We went to 34 wine festivals all over Pennsylvania,” 
said one operator, indicating it was a great way to ‘get their brand out there.’ 
Theme 5: Inherent Challenges in Selling PA Wines to Restaurants 
 The fifth theme that emerged from interviews with eight Pennsylvania winery operators 
was that of the inherent challenges in selling PA wines through restaurants.  Previous themes 
identified were classified as those extrinsic to the sale of Pennsylvania wine through restaurants, 
such as the overall perceptions of PA wines and impacts of tourism; or intrinsic themes such as 
insufficient state support and disparity of opportunities.  The theme of challenges in selling PA 
wines through restaurants is more specific to challenges that originate from the restaurants, thus 
these challenges would continue regardless of the existence of the extrinsic or intrinsic 
categorized themes.  
 The first of the challenges affiliated with selling PA wines through restaurants can best be 
described as inertia on the part of restaurants.  “It’s getting them to want to do something that is 
the biggest hurdle,” said one winery operator.  For another operator, that “something” was 
getting them (owners and staff) to come to the winery for a wine tasting.  “My goal is to educate 
them; to get them to come to the winery to see what I have and taste the wine.”  He estimated 
that he had invited a half-dozen restaurant owners to do this and none had yet accepted.  “Maybe 
they just can’t get their people together and schedule a time,” he offered as a possible 
explanation.  One restaurant invited him to “bring some wine down to my restaurant and I’ll 
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serve it,” but he wouldn’t do that without both educating the restaurant employees about his wine 
and the importance of proper care, and learning more about the restaurant’s customer base and 
needs. 
Three other winery operators also experienced difficulty in getting restaurant operators to 
carry their wines, or take preliminary steps viewed as necessary to carry their wines.  One 
operator attributed it simply to restaurants in his area not understanding the value of “selling 
local.”  Another commented, “Restaurant business is a place you can gain recognition, but it’s a 
tough thing to pull off and do it well.  You have a much better chance when restaurants realize 
there are good comparable wines in Pennsylvania and they can benefit from ‘pushing local’.” 
Strohbehn and Gregoire (2003) found in an Iowa study of commercial and institutional 
foodservice buyers that fresher food, good public relations, aid to the local economy, the ability 
to purchase small quantities, and higher food quality were among the highest perceived benefits 
to purchasing local foods.  Educating restaurants that as an agricultural product, some or all of 
these benefits may also apply to local wines may be beneficial to Pennsylvania wineries.  The 
benefits may be even greater in the context of tourism, identified by all eight winery operators 
interviewed as being important to attracting customers to their winery, due to the synergies 
between tourism and agriculture; support for one tourist firm has a synergistic effect on others 
nearby (Fleischer & Tchetchik, 2005). 
 Another winery operator attributed the challenges originating from restaurants 
willingness to work with PA wineries as one related to price point and perceived “need” by 
restaurants.  “I can’t compete price-wise with [a well-known Australian brand], so restaurants in 
this area don’t need or want us,” he said.  Another operator noted that a fine-dining restaurant 
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initially told him he could get a particular type of wine (non-PA) cheaper through the PLCB, but 
after discussing food pairings that wine didn’t make sense; he was then able to be price-
competitive.  None of the other six winery operators interviewed mentioned price as an issue 
with restaurants, which suggests price point is not a common obstacle.  This is consistent with a 
Gultek et al. (2005) study of Texas restaurants in which they found that price was the least 
important attribute in terms of its influence on restaurateurs’ attitudes toward local wines. 
 One operator said he found restaurants in his area “don’t even know they can buy wine 
without going through the PLCB.”  This comment was made in reference to the fact that all other 
wine and spirit purchases were required to go through the PLCB.  He was of the opinion that 
restaurants in his area didn’t know their licenses allowed them to purchase Pennsylvania wine 
directly from the wineries, and he did not have the time to educate them.  Another operator said 
there were a few instances in which a wine and spirits sales representative representing national 
brands incorrectly told restaurant owners in his area it was illegal to buy directly from wineries, 
thus issues related to inaccurate information have arisen as challenges to overcome. 
 Telfer (2000) found in a study of strategic alliances between tourism and agriculture in 
the Niagara Region that suggestions for improvement centered on increasing communication 
between producers and restaurants.  In addition, DeBlieck, Strohbehn, Clapp and Levandowski 
(2010) found that education efforts of hourly staff were effective in improving acceptance of 
local food use in a college and university setting. Coordinated efforts to educate Pennsylvania 
restaurants about Pennsylvania wine including PLCB provisions for purchasing may be an 
effective strategy for Pennsylvania wineries. 
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 One operator cited the difficulty of working with chain restaurants.  “All chain restaurant 
are immediately off the list unless you go to a corporate chain office and prove to someone you 
should be on their [approved] list.”  He also noted that franchised chain restaurants varied in 
their rules as to freedom of choice for the franchisee, thus there is an opportunity to sell PA 
wines direct to certain chains that franchise operations.  Two operators confirmed this, stating 
that their wine was carried by a well-known chain’s franchised locations.  Gultek et al. (2005) 
found in their study of Texas restaurants that buyers for medium-sized (70-140 seats) casual, 
independent operations had the most favorable attitudes toward local wines, followed by 
medium-sized fine-dining independent restaurants; however, some chain restaurants did have 
more favorable attitudes than some independent restaurants.  Their findings suggested that while 
some chain restaurants may not be as likely as independent restaurants to purchase PA wines, 
they should not be excluded from sales efforts simply because they are a chain. Findings from 
this study support this view. Thus, an understanding of the process of communication with 
restaurant buyers is an important component of a marketing plan for winery operators. 
 All eight operators interviewed noted the importance and challenge of educating 
restaurant owners and staff at restaurants currently carrying their wines.  The importance of 
maintaining wine freshness and quality once the product is part of a restaurant’s inventory was 
identified previously.  Part of that retention of freshness requires wine to be sold quickly, 
particularly after being opened, in order to avoid quality deterioration.  Winery operators in this 
study perceived table servers to be key in making local wine sales.  “It’s not the person who buys 
the wine for the restaurant, it’s the person waiting on the table.  We are at the mercy of the 
waitress,” said one operator.  “But we don’t have the time to train them; and even if you do, 
there’s turnover.”  He added that he did have success at one restaurant with educating staff about 
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recommended wine pairings and it helped sales.  This success suggests provision of wine 
information and menu pairings to restaurant operators, who in turn could convey to staff, would 
be useful. Wait staff is often motivated by strategies that will increase check averages, as this 
determines a typical tip allocation. If producers understand how to communicate their message 
about PA wines to wait staff that could be a useful strategy to increase sales as most wait staffers 
rely on tips as a primary portion of their wages. 
 Veseth (2009) credited education with enabling the Olive Garden restaurant chain to sell 
more wine than any other restaurant chain in the United States.  Darden Restaurants (2002), 
owner of Olive Garden, states that it invested over 400,000 hours in wine training for managers 
and service employees and established the Wine Institute of Napa Valley in partnership with a 
very large wine producer to provide first-hand experiences for select employees.  To educate 
customers, Olive Garden encourages wine tasting and Veseth states that Olive Garden gave away 
30,000 cases of wine in 2006.   Pennsylvania wineries may benefit from a coordinated effort to 
educate restaurant employees and customers in Pennsylvania. 
 The case study that follows identifies how two restaurants took advantage of the 
opportunities for selling PA wines, and overcame or minimized the barriers, to sell an above-
average amount of PA wines. 
Phase 3. Case Study: Motivations and Methods 
 According to Kaskie (2011), 20% of wine by volume sold in the United States is sold 
through restaurants.  This total includes California wine, which according to Wine Institute 
(2011) produces 90% of all U.S wine.  Texas, with total wine production comparable to 
Pennsylvania’s and with a similar number of wineries, sold 16.2% of its wine through restaurants 
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in 2009 (MKF Research, 2011).  Ohio, adjacent to Pennsylvania and also with comparable 
production and number of wineries, sold nearly 23% of its wine produced in 2008 through 
restaurants and “retail outlets.”  Pennsylvania sold less than 2% of its wine through restaurants in 
2007 and 11% through the PLCB stores (MKF Research, 2009), the only third-party sales outlets 
permitted by Pennsylvania law.  Thus, by comparison, the Pennsylvania wine industry appears to 
be missing sales opportunities through the restaurant distribution channel within Pennsylvania. 
Case study research “turns us away from the typical to the unique” (Shank, 2002).   
Survey research helps us to understand the typical; a case study helps us understand the 
exemplary, and in doing so may show others how to become exemplary. The first two phases of 
this research project have explored Pennsylvania winery operators’ attitudes toward sales with 
restaurants, and the barriers and opportunities toward such sales.  This case study looks at two 
restaurants that do sell a significant amount of Pennsylvania wine above the state average and 
can thus be considered exemplary. 
Fine-Dining Restaurant 
 The first restaurant selected as a case study site came to the researcher’s attention in an 
interview with the owner of a winery about 150 miles from the restaurant.  The winery owner 
said he sold about 200 cases (twelve750 ml bottles) of wine annually to the restaurant, and the 
restaurant owner was someone the researcher should contact. 
 Some months later, the researcher was attending a professional dinner meeting for 
tourism and hospitality managers and educators at the restaurant mentioned by the winery 
operator as selling Pennsylvania wine.  The researcher had attended monthly meetings with the 
organization sponsoring the dinner for 18 years at other venues and never before had 
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Pennsylvania wine been served.  At this organization’s dinners, two drinks for each attendee 
were paid for in advance as part of a negotiated meal price that also included appetizers, high-
end entrees, and dessert.  The drinks are generally consumed during a one-hour reception that 
precedes dinner, and “premium” wine, spirits, or beer is expected given the price paid. Attendees 
purchase any additional drinks over two individually.  The researcher had noticed in recent years 
increasing numbers of the attendees selecting wine as the beverage of choice.  Additionally, wine 
is always served for a “toast” that begins the meeting and with dinner.  At this occasion, all wine 
offered and served was from Pennsylvania. During the dinner, the owner of the restaurant spoke 
briefly to the group, ensuring that all knew they were enjoying Pennsylvania wine.  The 
researchers’ impression was that all attendees were pleased with the wine, and many were 
surprised at its local origin.  This event and the restaurant owner’s promotion of PA wines 
convinced the researcher that this restaurant would provide a good site for the case study 
component of this project.  The goal of the case study was to provide a profile of situations 
where there was sufficient and successful sale of PA wines. 
 A look at the restaurant’s website revealed its reputation for wine.  It has received 
recognition from local and national publications.  It is the only Pennsylvania restaurant to receive 
Wine Spectator’s “Grand Award” between the years 1986 to 1997, the highest award given to 
restaurants that “show an uncompromising, passionate devotion to the quality of their wine 
program.”  It was further noted on the website that the owner is a certified professional wine 
judge who has judged in numerous prestigious national and international wine competitions.   
The website also noted the restaurant serves only wine made from American vineyards.  The 
website review suggests inclusion of Pennsylvania wine on this restaurant’s wine list was 
evidence of acceptance. 
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 Nothing about the restaurant suggested any advantage over other fine-dining restaurants 
in terms of capability to sell Pennsylvania, or any other wine.  The restaurant is located in a small 
Pennsylvania town with a population estimate of approximately 4500 (U.S. Census, 2009).  The 
town is 40 miles from the closest Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) in Pennsylvania.  The 
restaurant is not highly visible, located nearly a half-mile from the town’s main thoroughfare.  It 
has a fixed-price menu, with entrée (including side) prices ranging from $15.75 to $28.75, higher 
for premium cuts.  The owner indicated that check average is “about $65.00” inclusive of 
beverages, although he admitted he operates the restaurant more on “feel” than by “statistics.”  
Décor is rustic, with exposed brick and wood, and high ceilings.  Low lighting and décor create 
what could be described as a “romantic” atmosphere.  While clearly a “fine-dining” restaurant, it 
emphasizes comfort and relaxation over formality.  Diners are encouraged to linger.  The main 
dining area seats more than 150, and there are additional private dining rooms as well. 
 According to the owner, it serves an average of “over 200”covers per night including 
group functions.  The restaurant sells an estimated 225 cases (535 gallons) of Pennsylvania wine 
per year, which converts to approximately 2,700 bottles (.750ml) or an average of about 10 
bottles per night.  Over half (n = 32, 56%) of the wineries surveyed for this research reported 
sales of 10,000 gallons or less.  This one restaurant sells the equivalent of approximately 5% of 
the volume of wine produced by the median-sized Pennsylvania winery, based on annual 
production figures provided by winery operators (N=58) on the survey completed for this study. 
Observations 
 Several months after the professional dinner meeting, the researcher dined at the 
restaurant as part of a smaller party to see what could be learned from observation.  One 
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Pennsylvania wine (Chardonnay from a large winery over 100 miles from the restaurant) was 
included on the wine list and promoted as a Pennsylvania wine, but no other PA wines were 
featured.  When specifically asked if any other PA wines were available, the server indicated 
there were, but were not currently featured.  It was learned later from the owner that the 
restaurant was featuring other (non-Pennsylvania) Riesling and Rose wines for the summer, and 
had a good supply of those in its wine cellar. 
 The server was able to answer questions about wine pairings and indicated any wine 
could be tasted to ensure it met our approval.  No effort was made to promote PA wines, and 
nothing except the fact that one was included on the wine list suggested the restaurant served a 
large amount of Pennsylvania wine. 
 A second dining experience several months after the first found three wines listed under 
the heading “PA wines” on the front page of the lengthy wine menu.  Prices for the PA wines 
were $6.50 per glass, with no per bottle price listed.  Upon asking, however, the server indicated 
PA wines were available by the bottle and priced at $25.00 for a 750 ml bottle, which yields 
approximately 5 servings.  The server indicated these were the “best values” on the menu, with 
other wines ranging from $40 per bottle to some as high as $1,000 per bottle.  The wine selected 
by the researcher was a “private label” bottle listed under the PA wines, with the name of the 
restaurant featured on the front label and restaurant-specific text on the back.  The Pennsylvania 
winery from which it came was mentioned only in a small “produced and bottled by” line of 
copy. Thus, this type of labeling arrangement allowed additional promotional opportunities for 
the restaurant.  The owner subsequently expounded upon his mixed feelings about private 
labeling. 
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The Owner 
An interview with the owner after the first observation dinner provided possible 
explanations for this restaurant being exemplary in its sale of PA wines.  It quickly became clear 
he knows a great deal about wine.  One can speculate that this confidence is a factor in his 
leading sales of Pennsylvania wine to the public through a restaurant venue. 
 Reiterating to some extent what had been heard previously from the winery operators, he 
discussed how 20 years ago PA wines were “inferior.”  He explained that the industry consisted 
of a few true winemakers and “farmers looking for another source for their grapes besides 
Welch’s.”  “The wine,” he said, “was not very good.” 
 He went on to explain that universities such as Cornell, Penn State, Ohio State, Indiana, 
and Davis began to graduate knowledgeable grape growers and winemakers who began to hire 
themselves out as consultants.  According to the restaurant owner, this knowledge base helped to 
grow the entire Eastern wine industry.  In his opinion, Eastern wines are now better than before, 
and today winemaking is a viable profession in Pennsylvania. 
 Consistent with one of the themes that emerged in the qualitative interview part of this 
project, he discussed how the Native American grapes abundant in Pennsylvania had a unique 
flavor and smell referred to as “foxy.”  Adding residual sugar offset this foxy taste which created 
a sweeter wine, and as previously reported, a reputation for Pennsylvania as a producer of sweet 
wines was born, which remains to some extent today. 
 Since then, he has watched the industry grow “better and better.”  He impressed the 
researcher with his knowledge of all aspects of wine production and talked of the intricacies of 
grape growing including the need to have correct crop control, canopy control, spacing, root 
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control, and grafting.  He touted not only PA wines, but also called New York wines “excellent,” 
including world-class Rieslings. 
 The subject of New York wines led to discussion of all that the state of New York does 
for its wine industry, including state sponsorship of a “New York State Wine Day” with the 
governor handing out awards and other prominent government officials involved.  He opined that 
Pennsylvania should promote its industry in a similar fashion.  He mentioned North Carolina as 
another example of a wine industry with state support and said it had the “fastest growing” wine 
industry in the U.S. 
 He spoke of his past experience as a partner in an Oregon winery in the mid-1980’s and 
how winery operators in the area would get together to critique each other’s wine.  He suggested 
Pennsylvania should do the same thing on a regional basis; it had surfaced in operator interviews 
this is done in at least one Pennsylvania wine region. 
 He expounded about how he has watched consumers’ tastes evolve over 45 years, naming 
popular sweet wines of the past like Cold Duck, Riunite, and Mateus.  He referenced an 
unspecified “influencer” when he said, “Then someone said good wine should be dry, and dryer 
wines became popular.”  “Then about 25 years ago, a well-known winemaker started adding a 
little sugar, and Chardonnay took over the country,” he expounded about how adding small 
amounts of residual sugars helps balance the tannins in wine, analogizing the effect to sugar and 
lemon in iced tea.  As he said, it makes the wine “slide down” without “bite” due to less acidity.  
Over the last 10 years, he has observed a trend toward what he called “off-dry” wines, which are 
“slightly sweet” with very little residual sugar, and mentioned a Pennsylvania winery’s Vidal 
Blanc wine as an example of this newly preferred type of wine. 
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 While the interview ranged far from PA wines and how the restaurant industry can 
promote local products, the researcher did get the sense the vast knowledge possessed by the 
restaurateur was important in his support of PA wines.  For one thing, he is knowledgeable about 
wine and through his own research and experiences is confident Pennsylvania makes quality 
wines beyond the sweet varieties favored in the past.  In addition, his knowledge and experience 
instills the confidence to select wines his customers will enjoy.  To this end, he allows his 
customers to taste any wine they might be considering to determine if it meets their approval. 
He indicated that wines from four Pennsylvania wineries were carried in the restaurant at 
various times, including one from a winery across the state located over three hundred miles 
away from his operation.  One winery had produced for him the “private label” wine the 
researcher had sampled during his dining experience at the restaurant.  Such a label features the 
restaurant instead of the winery, while still meeting all USTTB requirements. He said he had 
mixed feelings about private label wines in general because he felt many are inferior and sold by 
restaurants for an excessive price.  He was pleased, however, with the one he offered because he 
worked with the Pennsylvania winery operator to ensure a quality wine at an affordable price.  In 
addition to the house wine the researcher had sampled, he offered them for special occasions.  He 
said his restaurant was one of the first to offer private-label wines, though they are now rather 
common.  Three of the eight winery operators interviewed for this study indicated their winery 
produced private labels for an extra charge, mostly for special occasions such as weddings and 
anniversaries. 
 When asked if he has had success with such promotional items as menu clip-ons or tent 
cards, he said that “he hasn’t had to.”  He simply makes available PA wines that he “knows” his 
customers will enjoy.  When asked if he provided special training about Pennsylvania wine to his 
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staff, he said, “They learn mostly from listening to me interact with guests when they have 
questions about a wine, or ask for a recommendation.” 
 In addition to the state making more of an investment in the industry, both in research 
and promotion, he says the winery operators also need to “sell” their wine.  “They need to call on 
all restaurants within a five-mile radius,” he said; “just get them to try it; business will 
snowball.”  When asked, he said Pennsylvania wine is perfect as a “house-brand”; especially the 
off-dry wines he finds many people prefer. 
Conclusions 
Because the researcher had heard this restaurant sold a relatively high percent of 
Pennsylvania wine produced, he expected to find promotional items such as tent cards and menu 
clip-ons, or other highly visible efforts to market PA wines. Instead, he found a simpler approach 
was used by the restaurant to promote local wines.  The restaurant placed and identified PA 
wines on its menu; featured them at group functions such as the one the researcher attended; 
allowed customers to taste; and had a knowledgeable person (in this case the owner) involved in 
the selection of wines on the menu and available to answer guests’ questions about the wine or 
pairings.  To this researcher, the most important components contributing to the high sales 
volume of PA wines were the restaurant operator’s willingness and desire to support the 
Pennsylvania wine industry; his knowledge of wine and resultant confidence restaurant guests 
would enjoy the PA wines offered; the encouragement of guests to taste the wine before 
purchasing; the restaurant owner’s interactions with Pennsylvania wineries and his understanding 
of the industry.   
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The “Casual” Restaurant 
The second restaurant in this case study is a brewery by name with a “brewery pub” 
license designation by the PLCB. However, it functions as a restaurant and the researcher learned 
approximately 66% of its revenue came from the sale of food.  So for the purpose of this case 
study, it is referred to by its primary business function, a restaurant.  This restaurant was 
identified by an individual familiar with PA wines as a restaurant featuring a microbrewery that 
was also a large seller of PA wine. The reasons for the large volume of PA wines sold were 
investigated. 
The restaurant is located in a small Pennsylvania town with a population of less than 
4,000 people, although the town is home to a university with an enrollment of approximately 
8,500 students.  While the restaurant’s location is in a “college town” and it brews its own beer, 
it was clear from two observational visits that it was not a stereotypical “college bar” or 
restaurant.  The researcher’s first visit was for dinner on a summer evening while college was not 
in session. The restaurant was crowded on this occasion.  His second visit was on a summer 
afternoon and while not crowded, the bar and outside dining area had a diverse clientele dressed 
in both “white-collar” and “blue-collar” business attire.  The General Manager confirmed that 
restaurant management is appreciative of their guests from the university, yet the university 
population is not their primary source of business.  Their customers come from throughout the 
region, including tourists coming specifically to visit the microbrewery, similar to wine tourists 
visiting wineries to sample their wines. 
The restaurant’s website described the building’s history as having been built in the early 
1800’s and registered as an Inn in 1835.  According to the website, rustic beams from the 
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original house and barn remained while the current owners “personally rebuilt the structure from 
the foundation through the roof with gathered local hardwoods and recycled on-site materials.” 
Other information from the website also indicated use of “local grains and fruits” in brewing of 
its beers, which “honor the area with local names.”  The website stated that the restaurant and 
microbrewery are environmentally conscious, and the local grains and fruits used in brewing 
along with imported hops were returned to area cattle when “spent” after the brewing process.  
With this local emphasis featured on the web site, it made sense to the researcher that “local” 
wines would also be part of the restaurant’s inventory. 
In the researcher’s first visit to the restaurant as part of a small dinner party, he observed 
that while the historic building, wood carvings, and physical appearance of the facility were 
unique and appealing, the overall atmosphere was what one might expect in a popular, casual 
restaurant/brewery with multiple dining areas and bars on both floors.  The restaurant was very 
busy and noisy the summer evening of the first observation. In an interview with the General 
Manager, he indicated that because of the diverse nature of its customers’ food and beverage 
selections, which might range from beer samplers to complete entrees, the restaurant does not 
measure its business volume in terms of “covers;” rather customer counts or check averages were 
used. The General Manager indicated that on busy days, as many as 2,000 customers with an 
average check of about $20.00 was typical. 
The food menu is similar to many casual restaurants that also serve beer and wine. After 
“Starters” and “Salads,” “Burgers” were listed first among menu selections, followed by entrée 
selections from categories of “From the Land,” “From the Sea,” and “Pasta,” and a full page of 
both vegetarian and meat-based sandwiches.  All entrée selections listed a recommended beer or 
Pennsylvania wine pairing. 
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The beer menu notified customers that available beers “may change daily” and on the day 
of the researcher’s visit featured 13 beers on tap.  Typically, six or seven are regular offerings, 
with others featured for limited times.  In 2010, 40 different beers were brewed and sold.  
Sixteen- ounce drafts were priced between $3.50 and $4.50. 
The separate wine menu (also available on the website) listed exclusively PA wines from 
four Pennsylvania wineries, ranging in distance about 14 miles to 50 miles from the restaurant.  
Red, White, Blush and Fruit wines were listed in that order, with a description of each wine and 
the name of the winery where it was produced.  For example, the Cabernet was described as “a 
dry, deep ruby wine with great flavor and an oak finish.”  A wine’s finish is its ability to give off 
flavors and aromas even after it has left the palate (Parker, 2011).  The descriptions were similar 
to those seen on wine lists at Pennsylvania wineries but more descriptive than those seen on 
other restaurants’ wine lists.  Eight to ten choices were available in each category except Blush, 
which contained three choices; wines appeared in order from driest to sweetest within each 
category.  The researcher’s request to sample a wine was readily accommodated. 
The simplicity of the wine menu along with the descriptions and logical order of items 
seemed to the researcher very appropriate information to provide for the less experienced wine 
drinkers that might be expected at a casual restaurant featuring “pub” type menu items.  All 
wines were sold both by the glass and bottle, with a 5 ounce glass priced between $5.50 and 
$8.00, and bottles priced between 4.25 and 4.5 times the price of a glass, or a range of $23.50 to 
$36.00.  For example, the three wines priced at $7.00 per glass were sold for $30.00 per bottle.  
The price charged for a bottle was approximately double the retail price charged for the same 
bottle if it had been purchased directly at the winery.  This corresponds to data in Anspacher’s 
(2011) study of California restaurants in which the average restaurant mark-up was 106%, which 
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led him to conclude that his study “lent support to the often quoted industry rule of thumb that 
Restaurant Price = 2X Retail Price.” 
The General Manager noted in the interview that the restaurant’s Brewery Pub license 
allowed it to sell only beer made on premises and wines made in Pennsylvania.  Specifically, the 
PLCB code states that “sales of alcoholic beverages at the brewery pub premises shall be limited 
to sales of malt or brewed beverages produced at and owned by the adjacent brewery. A brewery 
pub licensee may sell, for on-premises consumption, Pennsylvania wine it has purchased either 
from the Board or the holder of a Pennsylvania limited winery license.”  This exclusivity 
provides Pennsylvania wineries a monopoly for wine sales at Pennsylvania brewery pubs.  The 
Pennsylvania Brewpub and Microbrewery Guide (2011) lists 42 brewery pubs located 
throughout Pennsylvania, yet no winery operator interviewed mentioned brewery pubs as an 
opportunity for sale of PA wines, or as an example of state support of the Pennsylvania wine 
industry. As with examples mentioned in Phase 2 of this research project, laws pertaining to 
exclusive sale of Pennsylvania wine in brewery pubs may be another instance where education 
could facilitate sale of PA wines through restaurants. 
 This requirement explained why PA wines were offered exclusively at this restaurant, 
and provided motivation to the restaurant to promote Pennsylvania wine.  In addition, beyond the 
stipulation of the license, the sale of Pennsylvania produced wines fit perfectly with the 
restaurant’s business model and local focus.  The General Manager commented that he received 
positive comments from customers about featuring “local” wines. 
 He also spoke of how the local wines fit into his business mix. Each month, the restaurant 
sells approximately 30 cases consisting of twelve 750 ml bottles of wine; about half of each case 
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is sold by the bottle and half by the glass.  As might be expected in a restaurant featuring a 
microbrewery, wine sales are far less than food or beer sales, yet still comprise about 3% to 4% 
of revenue.  Beer sales account for 28% to 29% of revenue and retail items represent 1% of sales.  
In addition to featuring PA wines on its menu and website, and listing recommended 
Pennsylvania wine pairings under each entrée on its food menu, the General Manager provided 
periodic training to servers so they were better prepared to answer customer questions. 
 While this business and other brewery pubs in the state have a unique motivation to 
feature Pennsylvania wine based on their designated license, any restaurant with a liquor license 
could model everything this restaurant does to sell PA wines.  Featuring PA wines on the menu 
(or on menu clip-ons); recommended wine pairings for PA wines included on the entrée menu; 
and offering a variety of PA wines from dry to sweet with clear descriptions are marketing 
strategies that could be adopted by any hospitality venue offering wine and wishing to promote 
locally produced wines. 
Conclusion 
 The case studies presented in this section reviewed operational procedures at two 
restaurants with different characteristics that sell an above-average amount of Pennsylvania 
wine.  The first was of a fine-dining restaurant that relied primarily on its owner’s wine 
expertise, his confidence that Pennsylvania made quality wines, and his willingness to include 
them on his extensive wine menu.  The second case study was of a brewery pub at which local 
wines fit perfectly with its emphasis on using local products whenever possible, and with its 
brewery pub license that allowed it to sell only wines made in Pennsylvania.  Among its methods 
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for selling PA wines were including descriptions of the wines on its wine menu and making 
recommendations for wine pairings on its entrée menu. 
 Both the motivation and the methods used to promote and sell the wines varied.  
However, all the methods discussed might be effective for any restaurant that wants to sell 
Pennsylvania wine. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
	   	   79	  
	  
CHAPTER 5. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
 In this three-phase study, the distribution of Pennsylvania-produced wine to restaurants 
was explored.  Phase 1 consisted of a census survey of Pennsylvania winery operators who 
provided demographic data about themselves and their wineries, and rated their attitudes toward 
sale of Pennsylvania wine to restaurants.  In Phase 2, eight winery operators representing a cross-
section of Pennsylvania winery operators were interviewed to determine barriers and 
opportunities for sale of Pennsylvania wine to restaurants.  Phase 3 consisted of a case study of 
two restaurants that sold an above average amount of Pennsylvania wine to restaurants.  A 
summary of the research findings is presented in this chapter, along with limitations and 
conclusions.  Suggestions for future research and recommendations are also presented. 
Summary 
 Research questions for this study addressed six areas: Pennsylvania winery operators’ 
attitudes toward sale of wine to local restaurants, differences in attitudes based on winery 
characteristics, differences in attitudes based on winery operator demographics, perceived 
barriers to increasing locally produced wine sales to restaurants, perceived opportunities for 
increasing locally produced wine sales to restaurants, differences in winery operators’ 
perceptions of barriers and opportunities based on operational or market characteristics, and the 
motivations and methods of restaurants’ successful use of Pennsylvania-produced wine. 
Pennsylvania Winery Operators’ Attitudes Toward Sale of Wine to Restaurants 
 One objective of this study was to determine if restaurants were a desirable market 
segment for Pennsylvania winery operators given that sales to this segment required an 
approximately 20% discount in sales price from direct winery sales.  Of the 61 respondents to the 
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survey overall, a range of n = 55 to n = 59 rated the attitude statements on a scale of 1 to 5 where 
1= strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree.  Respondents indicated strong agreement with the 
following statements: 
• I would like to sell more wine through restaurants because it would help to grow my 
overall business (M = 4.34) 
• I would like to sell more wine through restaurants because it would get more publicity for 
my winery (M = 4.34) 
• I would like to sell more wine through restaurants because it may increase winery visits 
(M = 4.23) 
Additionally, respondents indicated disagreement with the following statements: 
• I have no interest in selling wine through restaurants because I sell all I can make directly 
to consumers at a higher profit margin (M = 2.12) 
• It is not worth my time or effort to increase sale of wine through restaurants no matter 
what the state does to promote it (M = 1.86) 
Comparison of Attitudes Based on Demographics of Winery Operators 
 A Kruskal-Wallis analysis of variance with post hoc Mann-Whitney test was used to 
compare differences between groups for winery operator age and attitude statements, and winery 
operator education level and attitude statements.  No significant differences among age groups of 
respondents were found for any of the attitude-related questions about selling wine through 
restaurants.  Among respondents in different categories for levels of education, those reporting a 
“graduate level education” reported a significantly lower level of agreement (p< .05) with the 
	   	   81	  
	  
statement, “Pennsylvania should promote the sale of wine through restaurants more heavily as 
part of its PA Preferred program” than those reporting an education level of “some college.” 
Comparison of Attitudes Based on Winery Characteristics 
 Kruskal-Wallis analysis of variance was used to compare differences between groups by 
the following winery characteristics: Pennsylvania wine region, annual production volume, 
distance from closest city, and percentage of grapes grown by the winery operator and their 
responses to attitude statements.  No significant differences based on these characteristics were 
found. 
Perceived Barriers to Increasing Locally Produced Wine Sales to Restaurants 
 Three attitude statements measured perception of possible barriers to sale of wine to 
restaurants.  Respondents indicated agreement with the following statements: 
• I would like to sell more wine through restaurants but do not feel I have the time 
necessary to market to this segment (M = 3.78). 
• I would like to sell more wine though restaurants but do not feel I have the financial 
resources necessary to market to this segment (M = 3.49). 
• I would like to sell more wine through restaurants but the restaurants in my area won’t 
promote locally made wine (M = 3.21). 
 This research question was explored in greater depth in the interviews with eight winery 
operators.  Barriers identified included: the perception of Pennsylvania making quality sweet 
wines but not quality dry wines; perceived insufficient state support for the Pennsylvania wine 
industry; perceived disparity of opportunities for sale of Pennsylvania wine to restaurants based 
on winery location and density of restaurants in the area; restaurant owner “inertia,” or the 
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difficulty in getting restaurant owners to take action relative to carrying Pennsylvania wines; lack 
of education about Pennsylvania wines on the part of restaurant owners and employees. 
Perceived Opportunities for Increasing Locally Produced Wine Sales to Restaurants 
 Three attitude statements measured perception of possible opportunities for sale of wine 
to restaurants.  Respondents indicated agreement with the following statements: 
• I could sell more wine to restaurants if PA wines were promoted to consumers by the 
state through advertising (M = 3.80). 
• I could sell more wine through restaurants if the state provided marketing materials 
promoting PA wines to restaurants such as tent cards or menu clip-ons (M = 3.80). 
• Pennsylvania should promote the sale of wine through restaurants more heavily as part of 
its PA Preferred program. (M = 4.13). 
 This research question was explored in greater depth in the interviews with eight winery 
operators and in the case study.  Opportunities identified in the interviews with winery operators 
included:  the employment of a salesperson dedicated to the restaurant segment; identifying and 
focusing efforts on restaurants that value and use local foods; cross-promotion with restaurants 
that sell Pennsylvania wines, especially on wine trails; ongoing education of restaurant owners 
and staff about Pennsylvania wines.  Winery operators interviewed had no objections to the PA 
Preferred program, but had no evidence of its effectiveness for sale of Pennsylvania wines. 
Motivations and Methods of Two Restaurants That Sold an Above Average Amount of PA 
Wines 
 The primary motivation of the fine dining restaurant was an appreciation of the 
Pennsylvania wine industry and the owners’ confidence that Pennsylvania produced quality 
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wines at good value his customers would enjoy.  The primary motivation of the brewery pub was 
its support of local products, and the provision in its license that it could sell only wines 
produced in Pennsylvania along with beers made on premises.  Methods used for selling PA 
wines included featuring PA wines at group functions, encouraging guests to taste the wine prior 
to ordering; including a description of the wine and recommended wine pairings on the menu or 
ancillary marketing piece; including sweet and off-dry wines on the menu in addition to the dry 
wines more commonly associated with dining; and education and training of staff about 
Pennsylvania wines. 
Limitations 
 Due to the small population (n=120) and confinement to wineries operating in 
Pennsylvania, survey results are not necessarily transferable to other states.  Additionally, as with 
any survey, the possibility existed that not all questions were answered accurately or truthfully.  
It is possible study results were influenced by wine distribution laws unique to Pennsylvania.  
Interviews were conducted with a “convenience” sample of eight winery operators, with efforts 
to obtain a cross-section based on winery size and geographic location; however, not every wine 
region of Pennsylvania was represented.  The case study consisted of only two restaurants.  As 
with any qualitative research, the researcher’s perspective or bias may have affected 
interpretation and analysis of data from the interviews and case studies. 
Conclusions 
 Findings from this study indicated Pennsylvania winery operators have a favorable 
attitude toward increasing sales of PA wines through restaurants, but face perceived obstacles in 
doing so.  Learning what those obstacles were, how some wineries overcame them, and what 
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opportunities some winery operators had found, is important for the Pennsylvania wine industry 
specifically, as well as for wineries interested in broader distribution of their wine through 
restaurants in other states 
 Statistical analyses showed favorable attitudes were consistent regardless of winery size, 
location, age of winery operator, or number of years in business.  This suggests that 
Pennsylvania winery operators as an industry would respond favorably toward efforts made to 
reduce the barriers and increase sales to this potentially valuable market segment.  It was also 
learned from this study that there is a perception from winery operators that the public views 
Pennsylvania as producing high quality sweet wines, but not the high quality dry wines most 
often associated with dining.  Another finding from this research was the perceived insufficient 
state support in comparison with other state wine industries. Interviews with a cross-section of 
Pennsylvania winery operators and the case study phase of this research identified promotion 
methods used by restaurants that sold an above average amount of Pennsylvania wines. Based on 
the review of the literature and this study, it is likely the sale of PA wines through restaurants 
will never approach direct sales from the winery in terms of volume.  However, sales through 
restaurants will increase brand awareness, may increase winery visitation, and can provide an 
additional distribution channel for Pennsylvania wines and create new markets for wineries. 
Future Research 
 This study explored characteristics of PA wineries including location, years under current 
ownership, distance from closest city, annual production, and percentage of grapes grown by 
winery operators.  Industry growth will be dependent on either increased production by existing 
wineries or creation of additional wineries.  It would be important to further explore winery 
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operations including organizational structure, operational processes, and decision-making 
processes used to select and reach targeted market segments in a cost-effective manner. 
 It would be important to learn the attitudes of the population of Pennsylvania restaurant 
operators about PA wines, and to learn their perceptions of the barriers and opportunities of 
purchasing PA wines for sale in their operations.  Additionally, information about decision 
making processes by Pennsylvania restaurants related to wine purchases, such as who makes the 
wine purchasing decisions, what determines the decision makers’ purchasing decisions, and what 
is the decision makers’ knowledge level about Pennsylvania and other wines. 
 It would also be important to learn the restaurant operations’ perceived and actual 
effectiveness of various methods of marketing PA wines to restaurants including sales calls, 
delivery of wine products, provision of point-of-sale items such as tent cards or menu clip-ons, 
and printing of private restaurant labels.  Restaurant owners’ awareness of and attitudes toward 
the PA Preferred label should also be explored. 
 It was learned from this study that education of restaurant staff about PA wines was 
important.  Future research should examine the effectiveness of various methods of information 
dissemination and training of restaurant staff.  Comparisons of the effectiveness in selling PA 
wines and education of restaurant staff with the effectiveness of point-of-sale items would also 
be important to help restaurants make wise resource allocation decisions in marketing of these 
local beverages. 
 The case study component of this research identified methods used by two restaurants 
that sold above average amounts of PA wines.  It would be helpful to learn the relative 
effectiveness of each of these methods, and if their effectiveness could be extended to other 
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restaurants, or were specific to the organizational characteristics of these two foodservices.  One 
of the restaurants in the case study was a brewery pub.  Pennsylvania Brewpub and 
Microbrewery Guide lists 42 brewery pubs in Pennsylvania.  Because of the unique license 
stipulation that any wine sold at a Pennsylvania brewery pub must be produced in Pennsylvania, 
it would be important to extend the case study findings of this research and learn about 
prevalence of the sale of PA wines at all Pennsylvania brewery pubs.  A case study of a non- 
brewery pub casual restaurant selling above-average amounts of Pennsylvania wine may also be 
helpful. Thus further exploration of possible marketing within the restaurant sector is needed. 
 Insufficient state support in comparison with other states was one of the themes that 
emerged from interviews with Pennsylvania winery operators.  Research is needed comparing 
the investments made over a period of years by leading wine producing states (including 
Pennsylvania) with the growth of each state’s wine production.  The source of the funding and 
how the funds were invested should also be researched.  It would also be important to know 
about wine distribution regulations and practices for each state, including amount sold through 
restaurants. 
 The importance of tourism to wineries emerged from the interviews in Phase 2 of this 
research.  Recommendations for further research also include learning more about the tourists 
that visit Pennsylvania wineries.  Knowledge about their point of origin, length and primary 
purpose of their visit, and planned activities during their visit would be important in learning the 
value of cross-promotions between wineries and restaurants, and the value to the state of wine 
tourism. Knowledge about their attitudes toward “buying local” and toward restaurants that offer 
local foods and wines would also be important. 
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Recommendations 
 The ultimate research outcome was to provide a “blueprint” for stakeholders in the 
Pennsylvania wine industry to achieve broader distribution of products through restaurants.  
Recommendations for actions by industry associations, wineries, and policy makers are given. 
Action steps that could be taken at the association level include: 
• Sharing the findings from this research with all winery operators.  Of particular 
importance would be methods used by restaurants that have successfully overcome 
barriers and sold above average amounts of PA wines to restaurants. 
• Findings indicated point-of-sale materials were successfully used by restaurants to 
showcase PA wines. These included wine descriptions on menus, and recommended wine 
pairings with menu items. Winery operators could work collaboratively to make these 
point-of-sale materials available to restaurants. Assistance might come in the form of 
cooperative marketing dollars or provision of production assistance materials. 
• Another key theme that emerged in the findings was the importance of communication 
within the wine industry but also externally with related tourism and agritourism 
organizations. Some individual winery operators had successfully cross-promoted with 
other organizations. The association could build or strengthen the relationship with 
Pennsylvania restaurants through outreach efforts to the restaurant organization. Such 
efforts might include sharing of membership contact information to facilitate 
communication and formal efforts to increase cross-promotion with any restaurants 
carrying PA wines. Communications could also include notice when a PA wine wins a 
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regional, national, or international award, especially for a dry, off-dry, semi-sweet, or 
dessert variety. 
Winery operators could build upon the positive perception of Pennsylvania sweet wines and 
correct the perception Pennsylvania does not produce quality dry wines. Possible action steps 
might include: 
• Individual wineries should be encouraged to develop relationships with their local 
restaurants and communicate with them to recommend sweet, semi-sweet, or off-dry 
wines that best meet restaurant customer preferences.  The wine industry association 
should provide skill development opportunities for the winery operators to understand 
workings of retail foodservices and improve wine marketing plans. 
Pennsylvania and other wineries wishing to increase sale of their wines through restaurants 
should consider the following: 
• Make sales calls on all restaurants within a 5-mile radius of the winery.  As the 
restaurateur that made this recommendation in the case study said, “this (PA wine) has to 
be sold.”  Sales efforts are likely to include education of owner and staff, and regular 
communication particularly about new products and awards.  In rural areas where density 
of restaurants is low and winery resources limited, consider joint sales efforts with other 
area wineries, similar to what is currently done with wine trail promotions.  For example, 
one sales representative could represent multiple wineries selling PA wines to restaurants 
in a wine region. 
• Encourage restaurants to allow tasting of Pennsylvania wines by customers who express 
an interest by sharing at an agreed-upon level in the cost of such tastings. 
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• Agree upon a variety of wines to be offered at a restaurant and produce a menu or other 
point-of-sale piece that includes descriptions of those wines and recommended wine 
pairings.  This would serve as both a marketing piece, and an educational piece for 
restaurant staff and customers. 
• Encourage restaurants to make one or more PA wines its “house brand” for customers 
requesting that type of wine. 
• Identify and pursue sales with restaurants that promote local foods. 
• Identify and pursue sales with Pennsylvania brewery pubs to leverage the provision in 
their license that allows only the sale of PA wines and beers made on premises. 
• Cross-promote with restaurants that carry PA wines by promoting them at nearby 
wineries and winery websites. 
• Print private labels for a restaurant as a marketing approach; where desirable, continue to 
offer them while factoring their cost into the price.  
As the Pennsylvania restaurant industry becomes familiar with, and gains confidence in the 
Pennsylvania wine industry, it may be more receptive to sampling and offering dry wines 
recommended to them by the Pennsylvania wine industry. 
 State support of sales through restaurants could include the following: 
• Provide higher visibility for Pennsylvania wines at the 625 stores currently operated by 
the PLCB.  Having a highly visible section featuring Pennsylvania wines would help to 
build the Pennsylvania wine brand and facilitate sales through restaurants. Increased 
communication between the wine industry association and the PLCB would lead to 
better understanding of promotion efforts of PA wines. 
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• Provide cooperative marketing dollars for the industry by matching marketing and 
advertising expenditures up to a pre-determined amount. 
• Feature wines as a distinct and separate category in PA Preferred promotions.  Winery 
operators interviewed supported the concept of PA Preferred, but had not seen evidence 
of its effectiveness in selling Pennsylvania wines. 
• Consider legislation for a new category of liquor license for restaurants that allow only 
the sale of Pennsylvania wines.  Such a license may be desirable by restaurants that 
cannot obtain a full restaurant liquor license because of lack of license availability in 
their area or excessive cost for their operation.  Many such restaurants currently operate 
as “bring your own bottle” establishments. 
• Consider legislation to enact provision of a dedicated funding source for the PA wine 
industry, a portion of which would be used for marketing support of sales to restaurants.  
Such funding was recommended by the PA Wine Industry leadership in Vintage 2012 
(2007) and supported in the findings of this research.  As found in the review of the 
literature and through interviews with winery operators, the PA wine industry is closely 
associated with Pennsylvania agriculture and tourism; thus, support of the wine industry 
is likely to extend benefits to agriculture and tourism sectors of the economy. 
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APPENDIX B. DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENTS 
 
July 17, 2009 
 
Subject: PA Wine and Restaurants: A Survey 
 
PWA Members: 
 
You may be contacted by James Dombrosky via email or telephone in the near future.  James is 
currently a professor at the University of Pittsburgh, Bradford, and is conducting research for his 
doctoral thesis.  The topic explored in his thesis is PA wine sales and restaurants.  James has 
contacted the PWA, and we encourage you to complete the short survey that James Dombrosky  
will be sending to you.  The responses will be confidential and the source of the responses will 
not be revealed.  The final results of the survey will be helpful to wineries that currently sell or 
would like to sell their wines to restaurants. 
 
Following is further information on the objectives and goals of the survey/study. 
 
Purpose of study: 
 
 *   Examine Pennsylvania winery operators’ perceptions of the barriers and opportunities for 
expanding distribution of wines through local restaurants. 
 *   Examine Pennsylvania winery operators’ attitudes toward distribution through local 
restaurants. 
 *   Explore currently successful partnerships between wineries and different types of restaurants  
to determine the essential components of such relationships. 
 
Benefits of study: 
 
 *   Restaurants can serve as a valuable marketing resource for wineries and reduce the 
skepticism some consumers have towards local wines. 
 *   By examining successful partnerships, this research hopes to determine the necessary 
components to properly market local wines through restaurants. 
 *   By allowing consumers to become familiar with a local brand and providing “ease of trial,” 
benefits may extend beyond sales through restaurants, and also serve to increase direct sales at 
the winery. 
 *   The Vintage 2012 plan identified sales through restaurants as a potential area for expansion.  
This study will enable PA winery operators to have input as to the obstacles they face in selling 
to restaurants, the opportunities they see, and to the resources they would need to increase this 
market. 
 *   Sales through restaurants can benefit from the momentum of the local foods movement and 
increase benefits to area economies.  This will be the first comprehensive study to get winery 
operators feedback on attitudes and on barriers and opportunities for this market. 
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All research will be conducted under the approval of the Iowa State University Institutional 
Review Board, and all participants will be fully advised that participation is completely 
voluntary and confidential.  Data collected will only be used in the aggregate with no individual 
wineries being identified. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Jennifer Eckinger 
 
Pennsylvania Winery Association 
411 Walnut St. 
Harrisburg, PA 17101 
www.pennsylvaniawine.com 
jeckinger@pennsylvaniawine.com 
Telephone: 717-234-1844 
Fax: 717-234-1845 
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From: Dombrosky, James M 
July 23, 20093:39 PM 
To: PA Winery Operators 
Subject: PA Winery Research Study Survey 
 
Last week you were sent notification from Jennifer Eckinger, Executive Director of the 
Pennsylvania Winery Association, of a research study concerning distribution of Pennsylvania 
wines through local restaurants.  All Pennsylvania winery operators are being asked to 
participate in the study.  The first portion of the study consists of the attached survey, and data 
collected will be used to help gain a clearer understanding of the relationships between PA 
winery operators and local restaurants.  It is hoped that this knowledge can be of benefit to PA 
winery operators and grape growers. 
 
The questionnaire should take only about 10-15 minutes to complete, and your participation is 
voluntary.  You may skip questions you do not wish to answer.  Your questionnaire will be 
coded to protect confidentiality.  The information will be held in strict confidence and the data 
from the survey will be used for statistical purposes only and reported only in the aggregate. 
 
To access the electronic questionnaire, please click on the URL link below.  You can also copy 
and paste the URL link to your Internet browser to access the electronic questionnaire. 
 
http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=GC0mbXJjmPK9cG1cr0G_2fFQ_3
d_3d 
 
When you have completed the questionnaire, click on the “Done” button. 
 
Results of the study will be provided to the Pennsylvania Winery Association.  If you have any 
questions, or would like a copy of the results,  please do not hesitate to contact Jim Dombrosky 
at email address  JMD87@pitt.edu, or Catherine Strohbehn, cstrohbe@iastate.edu 
 
Thank you very much for your participation and assistance with this research project! 
 
Jim Dombrosky, 
University of Pittsburgh at Bradford, Director and Assistant Professor  
Hospitality Management 
Iowa State University Graduate Student and PhD candidate 
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From: Dombrosky, James M 
July 29, 20095:04 PM 
To: PA Winery Operators 
Subject: PA Wineries Research Study Survey 
 
Pennsylvania Winery Operator: 
 
To those of you who completed and submitted the survey sent last week, please accept my 
sincere thanks!  For the study to have its greatest value, it is important that as many of you as 
possible complete the survey.  If you have not yet done so, please take about 10 minutes and 
complete the survey within the next few days.  Your assistance in helping to further knowledge 
about distribution of Pennsylvania wines through restaurants is greatly appreciated, and the final 
results of the survey will be helpful to wineries that currently sell or would like to sell their wines 
to restaurants. 
 
To access the survey, click on the URL link below.  You can also copy and paste the URL link to 
your Internet browser to access the questionnaire electronically. 
 
http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=GC0mbXJjmPK9cG1cr0G_2fFQ_3
d_3d 
 
When you have completed the questionnaire, click on the “done” button.  Results of the survey 
will be provided to the Pennsylvania Winery Association, which has encouraged members to 
complete the survey.  If you have any questions or would like a copy of the results, please submit 
to James Dombrosky, JMD87@pitt.edu, or Catherine Strohbehn, 
cstrohbe@iastate.edu. 
 
As a reminder, the survey should take about 10 minutes to complete, and your participation is 
voluntary.  Your questionnaire will be coded to protect your confidentiality and the information 
will be held in strict confidence.  Data from the survey will be used for statistical purposes and 
reported only in the aggregate. 
 
Thank you very much for your participation and assistance with this research project! 
 
Jim Dombrosky 
University of Pittsburgh at Bradford, Director and Assistant Professor  
Hospitality Management 
Iowa State University, Graduate Student and PhD candidate 
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From: Dombrosky, James M 
August 10, 200910:56 AM 
To: PA Winery Operators 
Subject: Last Chance!  PA Wineries Research Study Survey 
 
Pennsylvania Winery Operator: 
 
To those of you who completed and submitted the survey, please accept my sincere thanks!  For 
the study to have its greatest value, it is important that as many f you as possible complete the 
survey.  If you have not yet done so, please take about 10 minutes and complete the survey 
within the next few days.  Deadline for receiving the electronic surveys is August 15.  Your 
assistance in helping to further knowledge about distribution of Pennsylvania wines through  
restaurants is greatly appreciated, and the final results of the survey will be helpful to wineries 
that currently sell or would like to sell their wines to restaurants.  To access the survey, click on 
the URL link below.  You can also copy and paste the URL link to your Internet browser to 
access the questionnaire electronically. 
 
http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=GC0mbXJjmPK9cG1cr0G_2fFQ_3
d_3d 
 
When you have completed the questionnaire, click on the “done” button.  Results of the survey 
will be provided to the Pennsylvania Winery Association, which has encouraged members to 
complete the survey.  If you have any questions or would like a copy of the results, please submit 
to James Dombrosky, JMD87@pitt.edu, or Catherine Strohbehn, 
cstrohbe@iastate.edu. 
 
As a reminder, the survey should take about 10 minutes to complete, and your participation is 
voluntary.  Your questionnaire will be coded to protect your confidentiality and the information 
will be held in strict confidence.  Data from the survey will be used for statistical purposes and 
reported only in the aggregate. 
 
Thank you very much for your participation and assistance with this research project! 
 
Jim Dombrosky 
University of Pittsburgh at Bradford, Director and Assistant Professor  
Hospitality Management 
Iowa State University, Graduate Student and PhD Candidate 
 
 
 
 
 
 
	   	   105	  
	  
From: Dombrosky, James M 
Sent: October 23, 2009 10:52 AM 
To: PA Winery Operators 
Subject: PA Wine and restaurants research study 
 
Pennsylvania Winery Operator: 
 
Phase 2 of the research study concerning distribution of Pennsylvania wines through restaurants 
is about to begin.  Phase 1 was a survey of all Pennsylvania winery operators to determine 
attitudes towards restaurant distribution; Phase 2 will consist of interviews with only a cross-
section of winery operators from each area of the state and will seek to learn more about the 
barriers and opportunities for restaurant distribution of Pennsylvania wines. 
 
If you would like to help with this important research by participating in Phase 2 and sharing 
your experiences and thoughts about the barriers and opportunities for distribution of 
Pennsylvania wine through restaurants, please let me know as soon as possible via this email 
address, or by leaving a message at my University of Pittsburgh at Bradford office, 814-362-
5123.  I will then contact you to arrange a convenient time. 
 
As with the survey, interview participants will not be identified by name; pseudonyms will be 
used in all verbal and written records and reports.  An Informed Consent form will be provided 
and participants will receive a copy of the interview report before it is submitted with an 
opportunity to suggest changes to the researcher if needed. 
 
Thanks to the PA Winery Association for its support of this research, and to the many of you 
who completed the survey sent out this summer.  Response was excellent and while results are 
still being analyzed, it is clear that the subject is of importance to Pennsylvania winery operators.  
Results of the study will be provided to the PA Winery Association and to those of you who 
requested copies upon completion. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Jim Dombrosky 
University of Pittsburgh at Bradford, Director and Assistant Professor  
Hospitality Management 
Iowa State University Graduate Student and PhD candidate 
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Interview Questions for Winery Operators (Critical Questions to “guide” interviews) 
 
What efforts have you made to increase sale of wine through restaurants? 
 
What barriers have you faced in your efforts to increase sale of wine through restaurants? 
 
What marketing efforts to restaurants have you found to be successful? 
 
With what restaurant(s)have you had success in selling any of your wine products? 
 
How often do you get customers visiting the winery that said they first tried your wine at a 
restaurant? 
 
What resources would you need to increase your sale of wine through restaurants? 
 
What could the state of Pennsylvania do to help you increase your sale of wine through 
restaurants? 
 
What additional comments do you have regarding increasing sale of your wine through local 
restaurants? 
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APPENDIX C. STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF DATA 
 
Cronbach’s Alpha for Survey Statements: 
Scale: All statements 
 
Case Processing Summary 
 N % 
Cases Valid 51 83.6 
Excludeda 10 16.4 
Total 61 100.0 
a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the 
procedure. 
 
Reliability Statistics 
Cronbach's Alpha 
Cronbach's Alpha 
Based on 
Standardized Items N of Items 
.834 .847 11 
 
Summary Item Statistics 
 
Mean Minimum Maximum Range 
Maximum / 
Minimum Variance 
N of 
Items 
Item Means 3.943 3.314 4.392 1.078 1.325 .122 11 
 
 
	   	   115	  
	  
Item-Total Statistics 
 
Scale Mean 
if Item 
Deleted 
Scale Variance 
if Item 
Deleted 
Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 
Squared 
Multiple 
Correlation 
Cronbach's Alpha 
if Item Deleted 
Q1 39.0000 38.760 .627 .709 .814 
Q2 38.9804 38.580 .644 .839 .813 
Q3 39.1176 38.066 .635 .792 .812 
Q4 39.5686 41.250 .245 .691 .843 
Q5 39.9216 39.794 .301 .623 .841 
Q6 40.0588 39.056 .390 .296 .832 
Q7reverse 39.4314 35.330 .721 .644 .801 
Q8 39.5294 36.414 .572 .648 .815 
Q9 39.5686 38.250 .393 .585 .833 
Q10 39.2941 36.252 .697 .712 .804 
Q11reverse 39.2549 37.794 .572 .503 .816 
 
Scale Statistics 
Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 
43.3725 45.398 6.73784 11 
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Kruskal-Wallis: Age and Attitude Statements: 
Descriptive Statistics 
 N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum 
Q1 58 4.3448 .88954 1.00 5.00 
Q2 58 4.3448 .82827 2.00 5.00 
Q3 57 4.2281 .86639 2.00 5.00 
Q4 58 3.7931 1.00453 1.00 5.00 
Q5 58 3.5000 1.12780 1.00 5.00 
Q6 57 3.2105 1.11382 1.00 5.00 
Q7 59 2.1186 1.11548 1.00 5.00 
Q8 55 3.8727 1.08959 1.00 5.00 
Q9 56 3.7857 1.15545 .00 5.00 
Q10 56 4.1250 .95465 1.00 5.00 
Q11 58 1.8621 .92619 1.00 5.00 
Age of principal operator 60 4.5167 1.11221 2.00 6.00 
 
Kruskal-Wallis Test 
 
 
Test Statisticsa,b 
 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9 Q10 Q11 
Chi-Square 7.874 4.850 2.678 1.591 5.021 2.814 8.085 .415 3.742 1.281 4.086 
df 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 
Asymp. Sig. .096 .303 .613 .810 .285 .589 .089 .981 .442 .865 .394 
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Test Statisticsa,b 
 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9 Q10 Q11 
Chi-Square 7.874 4.850 2.678 1.591 5.021 2.814 8.085 .415 3.742 1.281 4.086 
df 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 
Asymp. Sig. .096 .303 .613 .810 .285 .589 .089 .981 .442 .865 .394 
a. Kruskal Wallis Test 
b. Grouping Variable: Age of principal operator 
 
Kruskal-Wallis Test: Education and Attitude Statements: 
Descriptive Statistics 
 N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum 
Q1 58 4.3448 .88954 1.00 5.00 
Q2 58 4.3448 .82827 2.00 5.00 
Q3 57 4.2281 .86639 2.00 5.00 
Q4 59 3.7797 1.00117 1.00 5.00 
Q5 59 3.4915 1.11993 1.00 5.00 
Q6 57 3.2105 1.11382 1.00 5.00 
Q7 58 2.1207 1.12511 1.00 5.00 
Q8 56 3.8036 1.19726 .00 5.00 
Q9 57 3.8070 1.15633 .00 5.00 
Q10 55 4.1273 .96330 1.00 5.00 
Q11 57 1.8596 .93424 1.00 5.00 
Highest Education Level 
Principal Operator 
60 4.7667 1.38229 2.00 6.00 
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Test Statisticsa,b 
 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9 Q10 Q11 
Chi-Square 4.219 1.714 1.296 9.237 2.188 4.527 1.121 6.054 4.278 12.158 4.443 
df 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 
Asymp. Sig. .377 .788 .862 .055 .701 .339 .891 .195 .370 .016 .349 
a. Kruskal Wallis Test 
b. Grouping Variable: Highest Education Level Principal Operator 
 
 
 
 
 
Post-hoc Mann-Whitney Test: 
Mann-Whitney Test 
Ranks 
 Highest Education Level 
Principal Operator N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks 
Q10 Did not complete high school 0a .00 .00 
High School Graduate 6 3.50 21.00 
Total 6   
a. Mann-Whitney Test cannot be performed on empty groups. 
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Mann-Whitney Test 
Ranks 
 Highest Education Level 
Principal Operator N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks 
Q10 High School Graduate 6 5.17 31.00 
Some college 7 8.57 60.00 
Total 13   
 
Test Statisticsb 
 Q10 
Mann-Whitney U 10.000 
Wilcoxon W 31.000 
Z -1.859 
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .063 
Exact Sig. [2*(1-tailed Sig.)] .138a 
a. Not corrected for ties. 
b. Grouping Variable: Highest Education Level 
Principal Operator 
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Mann-Whitney Test 
Ranks 
 Highest Education Level 
Principal Operator N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks 
Q10 High School Graduate 6 4.33 26.00 
2-year degree 2 5.00 10.00 
Total 8   
 
Test Statisticsb 
 Q10 
Mann-Whitney U 5.000 
Wilcoxon W 26.000 
Z -.394 
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .693 
Exact Sig. [2*(1-tailed Sig.)] .857a 
a. Not corrected for ties. 
b. Grouping Variable: Highest Education Level 
Principal Operator 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
	   	   121	  
	  
Mann-Whitney Test 
Ranks 
 Highest Education Level 
Principal Operator N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks 
Q10 High School Graduate 6 10.50 63.00 
4-year degree 16 11.88 190.00 
Total 22   
 
Test Statisticsb 
 Q10 
Mann-Whitney U 42.000 
Wilcoxon W 63.000 
Z -.500 
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .617 
Exact Sig. [2*(1-tailed Sig.)] .693a 
a. Not corrected for ties. 
b. Grouping Variable: Highest Education Level 
Principal Operator 
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Mann-Whitney Test 
Ranks 
 Highest Education Level 
Principal Operator N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks 
Q10 High School Graduate 6 19.67 118.00 
Graduate level degree 24 14.46 347.00 
Total 30   
 
Test Statisticsb 
 Q10 
Mann-Whitney U 47.000 
Wilcoxon W 347.000 
Z -1.398 
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .162 
Exact Sig. [2*(1-tailed Sig.)] .210a 
a. Not corrected for ties. 
b. Grouping Variable: Highest Education Level 
Principal Operator 
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Mann-Whitney Test 
Ranks 
 Highest Education Level 
Principal Operator N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks 
Q10 Some college 7 5.36 37.50 
2-year degree 2 3.75 7.50 
Total 9   
 
Test Statisticsb 
 Q10 
Mann-Whitney U 4.500 
Wilcoxon W 7.500 
Z -1.010 
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .312 
Exact Sig. [2*(1-tailed Sig.)] .500a 
a. Not corrected for ties. 
b. Grouping Variable: Highest Education Level 
Principal Operator 
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Mann-Whitney Test 
Ranks 
 Highest Education Level 
Principal Operator N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks 
Q10 Some college 7 14.93 104.50 
4-year degree 16 10.72 171.50 
Total 23   
 
Test Statisticsb 
 Q10 
Mann-Whitney U 35.500 
Wilcoxon W 171.500 
Z -1.599 
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .110 
Exact Sig. [2*(1-tailed Sig.)] .175a 
a. Not corrected for ties. 
b. Grouping Variable: Highest Education Level 
Principal Operator 
 
Mann-Whitney Test 
Ranks 
 Highest Education Level 
Principal Operator N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks 
Q10 Some college 7 24.36 170.50 
Graduate level degree 24 13.56 325.50 
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Ranks 
 Highest Education Level 
Principal Operator N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks 
Q10 Some college 7 24.36 170.50 
Graduate level degree 24 13.56 325.50 
Total 31   
 
Test Statisticsb 
 Q10 
Mann-Whitney U 25.500 
Wilcoxon W 325.500 
Z -2.921 
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .003 
Exact Sig. [2*(1-tailed Sig.)] .004a 
a. Not corrected for ties. 
b. Grouping Variable: Highest Education Level 
Principal Operator 
 
Mann-Whitney Test 
Ranks 
 Highest Education Level 
Principal Operator N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks 
Q10 2-year degree 2 9.75 19.50 
4-year degree 16 9.47 151.50 
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Ranks 
 Highest Education Level 
Principal Operator N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks 
Q10 2-year degree 2 9.75 19.50 
4-year degree 16 9.47 151.50 
Total 18   
 
Test Statisticsb 
 Q10 
Mann-Whitney U 15.500 
Wilcoxon W 151.500 
Z -.079 
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .937 
Exact Sig. [2*(1-tailed Sig.)] .941a 
a. Not corrected for ties. 
b. Grouping Variable: Highest Education Level 
Principal Operator 
 
Mann-Whitney Test 
Ranks 
 Highest Education Level 
Principal Operator N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks 
Q10 2-year degree 2 19.00 38.00 
Graduate level degree 24 13.04 313.00 
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Ranks 
 Highest Education Level 
Principal Operator N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks 
Q10 2-year degree 2 19.00 38.00 
Graduate level degree 24 13.04 313.00 
Total 26   
 
Test Statisticsb 
 Q10 
Mann-Whitney U 13.000 
Wilcoxon W 313.000 
Z -1.125 
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .261 
Exact Sig. [2*(1-tailed Sig.)] .345a 
a. Not corrected for ties. 
b. Grouping Variable: Highest Education Level 
Principal Operator 
 
Mann-Whitney Test 
Ranks 
 Highest Education Level 
Principal Operator N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks 
Q10 4-year degree 16 25.31 405.00 
Graduate level degree 24 17.29 415.00 
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Ranks 
 Highest Education Level 
Principal Operator N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks 
Q10 4-year degree 16 25.31 405.00 
Graduate level degree 24 17.29 415.00 
Total 40   
 
Test Statisticsb 
 Q10 
Mann-Whitney U 115.000 
Wilcoxon W 415.000 
Z -2.275 
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .023 
Exact Sig. [2*(1-tailed Sig.)] .034a 
a. Not corrected for ties. 
b. Grouping Variable: Highest Education Level 
Principal Operator 
 
Kruskal-Wallis Test: PA Wine Regions: 
 
Descriptive Statistics 
 N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum 
Q1 58 4.3448 .88954 1.00 5.00 
Q2 58 4.3448 .82827 2.00 5.00 
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Q3 57 4.2281 .86639 2.00 5.00 
Q4 58 3.7931 1.00453 1.00 5.00 
Q5 58 3.5000 1.12780 1.00 5.00 
Q6 57 3.2105 1.11382 1.00 5.00 
Q7 59 2.1186 1.11548 1.00 5.00 
Q8 55 3.8727 1.08959 1.00 5.00 
Q9 56 3.7857 1.15545 .00 5.00 
Q10 56 4.1250 .95465 1.00 5.00 
Q11 58 1.8621 .92619 1.00 5.00 
Wine Region 59 4.85 2.406 1 9 
 
 
Kruskal-Wallis Test 
	  
 
Test Statisticsa,b 
 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9 Q10 Q11 
Chi-Square 7.034 10.059 6.324 9.402 8.151 6.462 11.317 6.057 8.887 7.123 6.829 
df 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 
Asymp. Sig. .533 .261 .611 .310 .419 .596 .184 .641 .352 .523 .555 
a. Kruskal Wallis Test 
b. Grouping Variable: Wine Region 
 
Kruskal-Wallis Test: Years in Operation: 
	   	   130	  
	  
Descriptive Statistics 
 N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum 
Q1 58 4.3448 .88954 1.00 5.00 
Q2 58 4.3448 .82827 2.00 5.00 
Q3 57 4.2281 .86639 2.00 5.00 
Q4 58 3.7931 1.00453 1.00 5.00 
Q5 58 3.5000 1.12780 1.00 5.00 
Q6 57 3.2105 1.11382 1.00 5.00 
Q7 59 2.1186 1.11548 1.00 5.00 
Q8 55 3.8727 1.08959 1.00 5.00 
Q9 56 3.7857 1.15545 .00 5.00 
Q10 56 4.1250 .95465 1.00 5.00 
Q11 58 1.8621 .92619 1.00 5.00 
Yearscrnt 61 2.4590 1.39730 1.00 5.00 
 
Kruskal-Wallis Test 
 
Test Statisticsa,b 
 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9 Q10 Q11 
Chi-Square 8.058 5.971 8.327 4.579 1.374 4.394 7.641 4.073 7.691 .356 4.936 
df 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 
Asymp. Sig. .089 .201 .080 .333 .849 .355 .106 .396 .104 .986 .294 
a. Kruskal Wallis Test 
b. Grouping Variable: Yearscrnt 
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Kruskal-Wallis Test Distance from Closest City 
Descriptive Statistics 
 N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum 
Q1 58 4.3448 .88954 1.00 5.00 
Q2 58 4.3448 .82827 2.00 5.00 
Q3 57 4.2281 .86639 2.00 5.00 
Q4 58 3.7931 1.00453 1.00 5.00 
Q5 58 3.5000 1.12780 1.00 5.00 
Q6 57 3.2105 1.11382 1.00 5.00 
Q7 59 2.1186 1.11548 1.00 5.00 
Q8 55 3.8727 1.08959 1.00 5.00 
Q9 56 3.7857 1.15545 .00 5.00 
Q10 56 4.1250 .95465 1.00 5.00 
Q11 58 1.8621 .92619 1.00 5.00 
Distance from closest city 61 3.28 1.551 1 6 
 
Kruskal-Wallis Test 
 
Test Statisticsa,b 
 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9 Q10 Q11 
Chi-Square 4.248 4.746 2.001 4.538 1.165 6.840 6.154 4.923 1.638 6.206 4.253 
df 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 
Asymp. Sig. .514 .448 .849 .475 .948 .233 .292 .425 .897 .287 .514 
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Test Statisticsa,b 
 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9 Q10 Q11 
Chi-Square 4.248 4.746 2.001 4.538 1.165 6.840 6.154 4.923 1.638 6.206 4.253 
df 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 
Asymp. Sig. .514 .448 .849 .475 .948 .233 .292 .425 .897 .287 .514 
a. Kruskal Wallis Test 
b. Grouping Variable: Distance from closest city 
 
Kruskal-Wallis Test: Annual Production Volume 
Descriptive Statistics 
 N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum 
Q1 58 4.3448 .88954 1.00 5.00 
Q2 58 4.3448 .82827 2.00 5.00 
Q3 57 4.2281 .86639 2.00 5.00 
Q4 58 3.7931 1.00453 1.00 5.00 
Q5 58 3.5000 1.12780 1.00 5.00 
Q6 57 3.2105 1.11382 1.00 5.00 
Q7 59 2.1186 1.11548 1.00 5.00 
Q8 55 3.8727 1.08959 1.00 5.00 
Q9 56 3.7857 1.15545 .00 5.00 
Q10 56 4.1250 .95465 1.00 5.00 
Q11 58 1.8621 .92619 1.00 5.00 
Annual Production 60 3.3333 1.79138 1.00 8.00 
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Test Statisticsa,b 
 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9 Q10 Q11 
Chi-Square 7.069 4.356 5.531 8.412 3.935 3.200 3.913 10.695 10.780 12.250 4.283 
df 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 
Asymp. Sig. .422 .738 .595 .298 .787 .866 .790 .152 .149 .093 .747 
a. Kruskal Wallis Test 
b. Grouping Variable: Annual Production 
 
Kruskal-Wallis Test: Percentage of Grapes 
Descriptive Statistics 
 N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum 
Q1 58 4.3448 .88954 1.00 5.00 
Q2 58 4.3448 .82827 2.00 5.00 
Q3 57 4.2281 .86639 2.00 5.00 
Q4 58 3.7931 1.00453 1.00 5.00 
Q5 58 3.5000 1.12780 1.00 5.00 
Q6 57 3.2105 1.11382 1.00 5.00 
Q7 59 2.1186 1.11548 1.00 5.00 
Q8 55 3.8727 1.08959 1.00 5.00 
Q9 56 3.7857 1.15545 .00 5.00 
Q10 56 4.1250 .95465 1.00 5.00 
Q11 58 1.8621 .92619 1.00 5.00 
Own grapes 61 4.6066 12.39796 1.00 99.00 
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Test Statisticsa,b 
 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9 Q10 Q11 
Chi-Square .998 .902 1.952 3.811 3.455 9.440 4.529 2.590 2.181 3.305 2.642 
df 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 
Asymp. Sig. .910 .924 .745 .432 .485 .051 .339 .629 .702 .508 .619 
a. Kruskal Wallis Test 
b. Grouping Variable: owngrapes 
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APPENDIX	  D.	  PENNSYLVANIA	  WINERIES	  MAP	  
Pennsylvania	  Wineries	  
See	  Pennsylvania	  Winery	  Association	  website:	  
	  http://www.pennsylvaniawine.com/Wineries.aspx	  
for	  breakdown	  by	  Pennsylvania	  wine	  region	  
 
 
